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INTRODUCTION 


Codex 483 (ol4m 323) in the collection of Greek manuscripts in the Vatican 
Library,! consisting of one hundred and ninety-two sheets of paper and written 
during the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century, at first seems to contain 
only well-known texts of classical, patristic, and Byzantine authors. The first 
part of the manuscript includes one hundred thirty-five letters of Gregory of 
Nazianz, with six letters of Basil of Caesarea intercalated among them. Follow- 
ing this first group of letters comes another series of forty-four letters which 
are attributed to various philosophers: thirty-four letters of the cynic phi- 
losopher Crates,* one letter of Socrates to Plato, one letter of Aristotle to 
Theophrastus, one letter of Menippus of Gadara (in Coele-Syria), and letters 
of Heraclitus and the Scythian Anacharsis. The work of the rhetor Tiberius, 
De schematibus, fills eight sheets. This is followed by eight anonymous letters 
(epistolae anonymae octo [folios 58V—-63]}) on philosophy, etymology, and exegesis. 
On folios 64-103 we find the writings of the Byzantine author Nicephorus 
Blemmydes, De anima and De corpore. Next comes a large extract of the 
Chronographia compendiaria by the Byzantine chronicler Ioel. The manuscript 
ends with a collection of proverbs,’ the commentary of Themistius (Sophonias), 
In Anstotehs Parva naturalia, two fragments of letters of Isidore of Pelusium, 
and finally some notes of minor importance. 

On folios 43-51, after the letters attributed to Anacharsis, we find the only 
extant copy of an important Byzantine text, under the title émi ti tév BouAyé- 
pov ouupdoe (On the iveaty with the Bulgarians), which Monsignor Robert De- 
vreesse* interpreted nempe, ut videtur, sermo de pace quam anno 927 compo- 
suerunt Bulgari et Graect. This text attracted attention several centuries ago. 
Probably in the fifteenth century an unknown scribe added (fol. 1¥) a note 
indicating the principal contents of the manuscript: Ep(isto)le Gregorij Naztan- 
zent et quorunda(m) alior(um). Tractatus de Conuentione Bulgar or(um). Tyber(it) 
de figuris rhetoricts.’ In spite of this explicit reference, however, philologists 
and specialists on medieval and Byzantine history disregarded the anonymous 
text for some time. 

During Napoleon’s occupation of Italy this manuscript, together with other 
manuscripts and antiquities of the Vatican, was transferred to Paris and for 
a number of years was part of the manuscript collection of the Bibliothéque 
Nationale. Thus, as Monsignor Devreesse observes, f. 7 et 182 mis sigillum 


* Description of the MS: R. Devreesse, Codices Vaticani graeci. II. Codices 330-603 (Vatican City, 
1937), 290-93. 

* Ed. F. Boissonade, ‘‘Notice des lettres de Cratés le Cynique contenues dans le manuscrit 483 du 
Vatican,’’ Notices et extraits des manuscrits de la Bibliotheque du Roi et autres bibliothéques, XI (Paris, 
1827), pt. 2, 16-46; other bibliographical references in Devreesse, op. cit., 491. 

3 Devreesse, op. cit., 292 ff. 

4 Ibid., 291. 

5 Ibid., 293. 
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bibliothecae Nationalis Parisiensis rubrum, Vaticanae mgrum. It was probably 
at this time that our manuscript came into the hands of the well-known French 
Hellenist of German origin Carl Benedict Hase (1780-1864) .6 In Hase’s papers, 
which are preserved in the Bibliotheque Nationale as Suppl. grec 810, there is a 
long note, on folio 33, which refers specifically to the anonymous text in the MS: 
Sequitur declamatio in pacem cum Bulgaris factam folio 43 recto. Titulus rubri- 
catus, ... quorsum pertineat haec oratio nondum invemire potuimus; certe non 
extat inter scripta cognita Theophylactt Bulgarorum Archiepiscopt, de quo primum 
cogitabamus. Commemoratur in hac declamatione rex Bulgarorum Simeon filius- 
que nomine Petrus, quod decimum saeculum prodere videtur, quo post atrox 
bellum cum Romans Petrus rex Bulgarorum Simeonis filius pace facta d. VIII 
octobr(1s) a(nno) 928 Manam Romani Lecapent Augusti neptin uxorem duxit. 
Vide Ducangium in Familis Byzantints 1680, fol. 313." Two explanatory notes, 
one in Greek and one in Latin, were probably added by Hase.® 

In the margin of the text concerning the conclusion of the peace treaty 
between Byzantium and Bulgaria several notes in Greek are added, suggesting 
the identification of the historical personalities referred to indirectly in the 
text. 

From Hase’s note cited above, it is evident that our text seemed of interest 
to him. He identified correctly the historical events to which the text relates, 
1e., the peace between the Bulgarians and the Byzantine Empire in 927 
(erroneously given as 928!),° and the principal historical personalities involved. 
As for the author of the text, Hase’s first hypothesis was that it was the work 
of Theophylact, Archbishop of Bulgaria. This hypothesis, however, is unac- 
ceptable on account of the chronological discrepancy: Theophylact, head of 
the Bulgarian Church between 1090 and 1107-8,!° lived at Ohrid more than a 


* A wealth of biographical and bibliographical indications on C. B. Hase is to be found in the studies 
of I. Sevéenko, ‘‘The Date and Author of the So-Called Fragments of Toparcha Goticus,” AITEtByz, 
Bulletin d’information et de coordination, 5 (1971), 71-95, and ‘‘The Date and Author of the So-Called 
Fragments of Toparcha Goticus,’’ DOP, 25 (1971), 117-88, with 28 facsimiles. 

* General description of the MS given by Hase in Cod. Suppl. grec 810, fols. 29-38”, under the indica- 
tion 483; on our anonymous text, at fol. 33"v. After the words Titulus rubricatus, come the Greek title, 
the incipit, and the desinit of the text: title—éml ti t&v PovAydpawv oupBdoe; incipit—tfol. 43, Eipfyny 
Unvotpev’ evppavonte; desimit—fol. 51, él col Kal fpiv &9dvorrov Kal afcviov. In the original redaction 
of this note Hase introduced some additional corrections; thus, after Archiepiscopi he added de 
quo primum cogitabamus; instead of Meminit auctor regis, he added Commemoratur |.../ in 
hac declamatione vex, and other insignificant corrections. Th. I. Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe 
slovo o bolgarsko-vizantijskih otnoSenijah v pervoj poloviné X véka,’”’ Letopis istoriko-filologiteskago 
obscestva pri Imperatorskom Novorossijskom Universitete, IV (Odessa, 1894) (hereafter Uspenskij, 
“‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo”’), 51 ff., reproduced this note of Hase, but incompletely and incorrectly. 

* Cf. Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,” 51 ff. In Cod. Suppl. gr. 810, fol. 26, at the beginning 
of his description of the MS, Hase gives the following indication: 483. Codex bombycinus, in 8. foliis 
185 constans, in catalogo Romano No. 238 [Rasura]. Index graecus recenti manu in foliis aliquot charta- 
ceis.... On the MS containing the notes of C. B. Hase, see H. Omont. Inventaive sommaive des 
manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Nationale et des autres bibliothéques de Paris et des Départements, III 
(Paris, 1888), 313. 

* For the exact chronology, see V. N. Zlatarski, Istovija na biilgarskata diviava préz svédnité véhove. 
1,2. Puirvo bilgarsko carstvo (Sofia, 1927) (hereafter Zlatarski, Istorija), 518 ff. Cf. F. Délger, Regesten 
dey Kaiserurkunden des ostrémischen Reiches von 565-1453. 1. Regesten von 565-1025 (Munich-Berlin, 
1924), 75, no. 612: ‘927 vor Okt. 8.” 

10 Biographical and bibliographical references in G. Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica. I. Die Byzanti- 
nischen Quellen dev Geschichte der Tiirkvélker, 2nd ed. (Berlin, 1958) (hereafter Moravcsik, Byzan- 
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century and a half later and cannot, therefore, be the author of the sermon 
delivered on events that took place at the end of 927. Hase was in error about 
the dates of Theophylact’s life, which he put at the end of the tenth instead 
of the eleventh century. Thus, Hase was mistaken in identifying the author 
of this sermon with the Archbishop of Ohrid." Nevertheless, Hase deserves 
credit, first of all, for ascertaining the historical importance of our text and, 
secondly, for proposing a precise and accurate chronology for the historical 
events with which our text is concerned. 

While traveling in 1877 through Italy in search of sources on medieval 
Bulgarian history, the thirty-two-year-old Russian Byzantinist Th. I. Uspen- 
skij (1845-1928) discovered the Vatican manuscript containing the text of 
the sermon. This enigmatic document interested him greatly. Seventeen 
years later, in 1894, he published it.1% His study remains, up to the present 
day, the fundamental work on this text. 

This study consists of a brief introduction followed by the Greek text, a 
Russian translation with notes, and a general analysis of the sermon as a 
historical source. It will be of some interest to recapitulate this work. Uspenskij 
supposes that the sermon was delivered in Constantinople in the church of 
Hagia Sophia,'* but the manuscript containing it must be dated at a period 
“not before the fourteenth century.”5 He then quotes the description of the 
MS: Cod. Vatic. 483, in 8 seu 4° min., saec. XIV exeuntis, compendits scrip- 
turae refertus, minutissima quidem at nitidissima littera scriptus. Folia complecti- 
tur 185, praeter folia praevia septem. Videtur bombycinus, at revera chartaceus 
est, ut ex pluribus foliis patet. After giving the contents of the codex, he turns 
his attention to the only anonymous text in it which begins on folio 43. 
According to him, the author’s name was lacking already in the fourteenth 
century, when the manuscript was compiled, and the sermon had no title, 
either then or for several centuries afterward, as is proved by the fact that in 
the Latin index of the MS it is still included among the letters of the philo- 
sopher Anacharsis.'*6 On the other hand, this Latin index, which precedes 
chronologically the Greek one, could only be dated, according to Uspenskij, 
to the end of the eighteenth or the beginning of the nineteenth century. The 
title under which the text is known today is found for the first time in the Greek 
index. 

As we have said above, in the margin of the text some unknown person 
added explanatory notes identifying the historical personages mentioned in 


tinoturcica), 537-39; H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Munich, 
1959), 649ff., passim; P. Gautier, ‘‘L’épiscopat de Théophylacte Héphaistos archevéque de Bulgarie,”’ 
REB, 21 (1963), 159-78; S. Maslev, ‘‘Les lettres de Théophylacte de Bulgarie 4 Nicéphore Mélissénos,”” 
REB, 30 (1972), 179-86. 

11 Cf. Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,”’ 52. 

4 Cf. Th. I. Uspenskij, Vizantijskij pisatel’ Nikita Akominat iz Han (Saint Petersburg, 1874). Cf. 
also tdem, Obrazovanie vtorogo Bolgarskogo carstva (Odessa, 1879). 

18 Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,’’ 48-123. 

14 Thid., 48. 

18 Tbid., 48-49. 

16 Ibid., 49. Cf. Devreesse, op. cit. (supra, note 1), 291. 
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it. These marginal notes and the Greek index seem to Uspenskij to have been 
written by the same hand; but he is ready to admit that they could have 
been made by Hase.’ 

The historical analysis and the fe eeeeiien of the sermon, as Uspenskij 
himself recognizes, are fraught with many difficulties.18 To start with, he 
is inclined to interpret the sermon as a document concerning the history of 
the relations between Byzantium and the ‘“‘Russians’’ either at the beginning 
or at the end of the tenth century. He supposes the author of the sermon to 
be an anonymous ecclesiastical orator, a member of the clergy at Constan- 
tinople proficient in the art of ecclesiastical rhetoric. By means of his rhetorical 
skill, evident in the literary quotations and allusions, the anonymous author 
presented historical facts in such a way that what was comprehensible for the 
people of his own time, who were contemporary with the events, is for us 
today an enigma. Here we find allusions to historical events of an entire 
century, presented not directly but rather conveyed by means of biblical and 
mythological references. Uspenskij compares the study of this text, with its 
rhetorical imagery and abstract contents, to the partaking of a luxurious 
feast, where, however, it is possible to pick up only a few crumbs. It is to be 
regretted, he declares, that the work is anonymous. Nevertheless he considers 
it opportune to publish the text of the sermon for several reasons. In the first 
place, the sermon gives a general survey of the relations between Byzantium 
and Bulgaria from the middle of the ninth to the middle of the tenth century, 
and this, moreover, from a special point of view, which is not usually found 
in the works of Byzantine annalists and historians. Secondly, because the 
anonymous author of the sermon possessed a very extensive literary knowl- 
edge, he quoted freely from the writings of profane and ecclesiastical authors, 
from mythological reminiscences, popular sayings, and diverse passages of the 
apocryphal literature; without him most of these quotations would have 
been lost irrevocably. Uspenskij points out that this kind of literature enables 
us to gain insight into the cultural level of this period. In the third place, 
the new Byzantine text throws light on Byzantine-Bulgarian relations at a 
time about which we possess rather limited information. Uspenskij reminds 
the reader that the text is preserved in only one copy containing lacunae and 
evident errors. In addition, he attempts to identify the numerous quotations 
from ecclesiastical, secular, and popular literature. 

Uspenskij’s introduction is followed by the edition of the Greek text based 
on the only extant copy, the Vatican MS. Uspenskij proposes several emenda- 
tions of the text, always with reference to the lectio in the MS. He divides 
the text into paragraphs and adds a generally exact and clear Russian trans- 
lation. Yet, as it will be seen, it is possible to make some corrections in the 
Greek text including new readings of single words or phrases and more 
plausible conjectures concerning certain passages, and also to identify certain 
quotations and allusions. Moreover, since Uspenskij’s publication appeared 


1” Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,” 50ff. 
18 Toid., 94 ff. 
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eighty-four years ago and was never reprinted, a new edition of this important 
historical text seems justified. It is also possible to amplify and to make 
essential emendations to Uspenskij’s analysis and historical commentary.’ 
His statements concerning the chronology of the sermon are basically correct: 
the sermon deals with the historical events of A.D. 927; namely, the end of 
the long war between Bulgaria and Byzantium and the conclusion of the 
treaty of peace in October 927. He rightly points out the desire of the anony- 
mous author to take the opportunity, in presenting these occurrences, to 
expound the more general problem of the evils of war and the advantages 
of peace which permitted him to embrace in his sermon a chronologically 
wider range of happenings. His work actually informs us, by means of allusions 
and, to a lesser extent, directly, about many historical events that occurred after 
the middle of the ninth century; namely, those which followed the conversion 
of the Bulgarians to Christianity. The anonymous author never intended to 
speak as a historian; therefore he was not interested in presenting concrete 
historical facts. He spoke as an orator: a refined turn of phrase was far more 
important to him than factual content. On this premise, his work must be 
understood more as a work of literature and rhetoric than as a purely historical 
source. 

In his commentary”? Uspenskij analyzes both historical fact and rhetorical 
form in the sermon. He points out that the sermon consists of four different 
parts: a eulogy of the present time, i.e., a glorification of the peace between 
Byzantium and the Bulgarians; a chronicle of the past as an introduction 
and explanation of the circumstances leading to the present; the exposition 
of the immediately preceding events; and, finally, a prophecy on the future 
relations between Byzantium and the Bulgarians. According to Uspenskij’s 
division of the text, paragraphs 5 to 10 form the first part of the sermon, 
the eulogy of the peace. This part of the work is more rhetorical, containing 
general exclamatory expressions and meditations on the benefits of peace. 
In the second part (pars. 11 to 17) the anonymous author seeks to introduce 
us to the events and must necessarily include more concrete historical detail: 
for the speaker, this had been a golden age in the history of the Byzantine 
Empire. It is difficult to establish chronologically precise limits, but it seems 
probable that what the author had in mind was approximately the beginning 
of the reigns of the Byzantine emperor Leo VI (886-912) and of the Bulgarian 
prince Boris Michael (852-89), or, more exactly, the period following the official 
conversion of the Bulgarian people to Christianity in 865,24 up to, and including, 
the Byzantine-Bulgarian conflict during the reign of King Symeon (893-927). 
In this second part of the sermon the anonymous author describes the 
historical events which occurred between 912-13 and the end of May 927— 
death of Symeon and beginning of the reign of his son Peter (927-69). The 
conclusion of the peace treaty (in October 927) constitutes the transition from 


19 Tbid., 50-54, 94-123. 
20 [bid., 94 ff. 
21 Tbid., 98 ff. 
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the second to the third part of the sermon. In the third part (pars. 18 to 20) 
the orator describes the benefits of the new era—the era of peace. The fourth 
and last part (pars.21 and 22) contains admonitions on the advantages of 
peace and the evils of war, with advice on how to preserve peace. After this 
analysis of the contents, Uspenskij points out that not all sections of the 
sermon have identical historical importance as a source for the study of the 
relations between Byzantium and the Bulgarians.** Since the third and fourth 
parts are, in their contents, predominantly rhetorical, he focuses his attention 
on the first and second parts, which are richer in historical data. 

The central idea of the sermon, as Uspenskij indicates, is in fact the peace 
which was the consequence of the Byzantine-Bulgarian treaty of October 927. 
The internal tranquillity of the Empire was only of secondary importance 
as compared with the establishment of peaceful relations with external adver- 
saries.*3 The conclusion of the peace treaty with the Bulgarians was, unques- 
tionably, a great political success for the Emperor Romanus I Lecapenus 
(920-44) and contributed considerably to consolidating his power.”4 A close 
analysis of the text of the sermon indicates that the Byzantine author was 
indeed concerned primarily with external enemies and, consequently, rejoiced 
at the conclusion of the peace with the Bulgarians. The idea of the spiritual 
unity between Byzantium and the Bulgarians is a reflection of the Byzantine 
concept of ‘‘a family of princes and peoples.’’*> In accepting the Christian 
religion from Constantinople, the Bulgarians had become “spiritual sons” 
of the Byzantines, and the Bulgarian king a son of the emperor of Byzantium. 
These elements in the relations between Byzantium and the Bulgarians are 
only partially discerned by Uspensk3j. 

The Russian scholar then procedes to discuss Hase’s hypothesis that the 
author of this sermon was Theophylact of Ohrid.2* He disagrees with this 
conjecture, pointing out that, in the first place, no such sermon is known 


22 Tbid., 97ff., 122 ff. 

23 Tbid., 97 ff. 

#4 Cf. S. Runciman, The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and His Reign. A Study of Tenth-Century 
Byzantium (Cambridge, 1929), 71: “The Bulgarian peace of 927. ... The capital was now well reconciled 
to Romanus’s rule. He had, however, one more plot there with which to deal—one of a new significant 
type. He had fortified himself against the legitimate house by raising his own family; but now the 
members of his own family, too large to be manageable, were suffering from ambition and longing for 
the hegemony....’’ 

26 Concerning this concept, see G. Ostrogorsky, ‘‘Die byzantinische Staatenhierarchie,” SemKond, 8 
(1936), 41-61. Cf. F. Délger, in BZ, 36 (1936), 495-96; idem, ‘‘Die ‘Familie der K6nige’ im Mittel- 
alter,”’ Festgabe f. H. v. Heckel (= HJ, 60 [1940], 397-420; reprinted in Byzanz und die europdische 
Staatenwelt, Ausgewdhlie Vortrdge und Aufsdize [Ettal, 1953], 34-69) ; idem, ‘‘Bulgarisches Zartum und 
byzantinisches Kaisertum,’”’ IzvArhInst, 9 (1935), 57-68, reprinted in Byzanz und die europdische 
Staatenwelt, 140-58; idem, ‘‘Die mittelalterliche ‘Familie der Fiirsten und Vélker’ und der Bulgaren- 
herrscher,’’ Byzanz und die europdische Staatenwelt, 159-182 (an abbreviated version from the Studie 
Délgers, first published in Bulgarian translation [made by I. Dujéev] from the original German 
manuscript, under the title ‘‘Srednovekovnoto’semejstvo na vladetelite i narodite’i bilgarskijat 
viadetel,”’ in SPBAN, Klon ist.-filol., 66, fasc. 32 [1943], 181-222); idem, ‘‘Der Bulgarenherrscher als 
geistlicher Sohn des byzantinischen Kaisers,” in Sbornik v pamet na prof. Peter Nikov (= IzvIstDr, 
16-18 [1940]), 219-32, reprinted in Byzanz und die europdische Siaatenwelt, 183-96. A. Grabar, ‘‘God 
and the ‘Family of Princes’ Presided Over by the Byzantine Emperor,” HSIS?, 2 (1959), 117-23, 
reprinted in idem, L’art de la fin del’ Antiquité et du Moyen Age, I (Paris, 1968), 115-19. 

26 Cod. Paris. Suppl. gr. 810, fol. 26ff.; here, p. 220-21. 
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among the works of the Archbishop of Ohrid.?” Moreover, both the spirit of 
the work and the attitude of the author diverge from those of Theophylact 
of Ohrid, a difference manifest in Theophylact’s correspondence which reveals 
a negative attitude toward the Bulgarians.?* Hase’s hypothesis must also be 
rejected because of its chronological incongruity. Instead, Uspenskij proposes 
his own hypothesis and declares that the most likely author of the sermon is 
the Patriarch of Constantinople, Nicholas Mysticus (901-7, 912~25),29 who 
exchanged numerous letters with the Bulgarian Czar Symeon over a period 
of more than ten years.®° I must agree with Uspenskij when he emphasizes 
the identity of ideas, literary mannerisms, and other language peculiarities 
of Nicholas Mysticus with those of the author of the sermon. Yet, Uspenskij 
is forced to admit the existence of ‘“‘certain chronological difficulties’?! in the 
attribution of the sermon to the Patriarch. I must also agree with his statement 
that the interpretation of many passages of this sermon would remain inex- 
plicable without a parallel study of Nicholas Mysticus’ correspondence with 
Symeon of Bulgaria. It should not be forgotten, however, that these similar- 
ities in ideas and literary mannerisms are traits common to the general men- 
tality of the period. 

Uspenskij points out that in the sermon any account of concrete facts is 
absent. This lack of indisputable historical data allows for contradictory inter- 
pretations, and for this reason all proposed interpretations must remain— 
according to him®*—more or less hypothetical. Seeking for an answer to the 
question of the authorship, he correctly remarks that historical events, discussed 


27 Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,”’ 51 ff., 99 ff. 

*° Text of this correspondence in PG, 126, cols. 308-557; translation into Bulgarian by Metropolit 
Symeon, ‘“Pismata na Teofilakta Ohridski arhiepiskop Bilgarski,’”’ Sbornik na Bilgarskata Akademija 
na naukité, 27 (1931). Cf. I. Dujéev, in Slavia, 13.1 (1934), 124-26. Analysis of this correspondence as 
historical source, in V. N. Zlatarski, Istovija na biilgarskata duriava préz svédnité vékove, Il (Sofia, 1934), 
252ff. D. A. Xanalatos, Beitrdge zur Wirtschafts- und Sozialgeschichte Makedoniens im Mittelalter, 
hauptsachlich auf Grund der Briefe des Evzbischofs Theophylaktos von Achvida (Munich, 1937); cf. also 
I. Dujcev. Makedonski pregled, 12.2 (1940), 134-43. Bibliographical references in Moravcsik, Byzan- 
tinoturcica, 538-39. See also S. Maslev, ‘‘Za roljata i zna¢enieto na dejnostta na Teofilakt Ohridski kato 
arhiepiskop bulgarski,” Izvestija na Instituta za bitlgarska istovija, 23 (1974), 235-47. Serbian trans- 
lation and commentary (by R. Katici¢), in Fontes Byzantini historiam populorum Jugoslaviae spectantes, 
IIT (Belgrade, 1966), 257-360. 

*® Biographical and bibliographical notes in Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, 455-56. See also I. Ch. 
Konstantinides, NixéAaos A‘, & Muotixés (ca. 852-925 yp. X.), Tatpidpyns KovotavrivoutréAeas (901-907, 
912-925). ZupBort els Thy ExkAnoiaotikiy Kal ToArtiKiy fotopiay Tod a’ tetaptou tov I’ u. X. aidvos (Athens, 
1967); A. Stauridou-Zaphraka, ‘H ovvévtnon Supedv Kal NixoAc&ou Muotixot (Atyouoros 913) ork trAaio1a 
tou PulavrivoBovAyapiKol dvtaywvioyot (Thessalonica, 1972). Cf. also I. BoZilov, in Bulgarian Historical 
Review, 1.4 (1973), 120ff.; M. Sjuzjumov, in Viz.Vvem., 35 (1973), 260. 

8° Text of the correspondence in PG, 111, cols. 27-392; new critical edition and English translation, 
by R. J. H. Jenkins and L. G. Westerink, Nicholas I, Patriarch of Constantinople, Letters, CFHB, IV, 
DOT, II (Washington, D.C., 1973). Bulgarian translation with commentary by V.N. Zlatarski, 
‘“‘Pismata na carigradskija patriarh Nikolaja Mistika do bulgarskija car Simeona,” Sbornik za narodni 
umotvorenija, nauka i kniznina, 10 (1894), 372-428; 11 (1894), 5-54; 12 (1895), 121-211; new edition 
of the Bulgarian translation, in Fontes Graeci Historiae Bulgaricae, IV (Sofia, 1961), 185-297; Bulgarian 
translation of three letters, by I. Dujéev, ‘‘Pismo na carigradskija patriarh Nikolaj Mistika do arhiepis- 
kopa na Bulgarija,”’ Prometej, 3, fasc. 4 (1939), 26-28; ‘‘Dve pisma na carigradskija patriarh Nikolaja 
Mistika vuz vrizka s naSeto minalo,”’ Prometej, 3, fasc. 5 (1939), 23-27. For analysis of the letters, 
Ziatarski, Istorija, 320 ff. 

31 Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,’’ 100. 

82 [bid., 100ff. 
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or simply mentioned in the sermon as having occurred recently, must be taken 
as the terminus ante quem non for the date of the sermon itself. It follows 
that, when we meet with uncertain and vague allusions in the text, the inter- 
pretation will also be approximative and hypothetical. His interpretation is 
based primarily on paragraph 16 of the sermon, where he sees allusions to the 
meeting of the Emperor Romanus I Lecapenus with King Symeon of Bulgaria in 
September 923.35 In paragraph 17 the orator speaks of a treaty of peace, which 
would be the treaty between Byzantium and the Bulgarians made after the 
death of Symeon, in October 927:%4 it is this date which, in Uspenskij’s opinion, 
furnishes the terminus post quem for the composition of the sermon. As a 
literary parallel to paragraph 17 Uspenskij names the twenty-fifth letter of 
Nicholas Mysticus to Symeon.®® As to the question of the date of earlier 
historical events related by the anonymous author, Uspenskij mentions para- 
graph 3, which alludes to the “‘spiritual filiation”’ of the Bulgarians in respect 
to the Byzantines. For appropriate parallels he refers again to several letters 
of Nicholas Mysticus to Symeon.®* Other parallels he finds between certain 
passages in the Patriarch’s letters and the orator’s description of Symeon’s 
ravages in the vicinity of Constantinople. As another source clarifying the 
sermon, the Russian scholar cites the correspondence between Romanus Leca- 
penus and Symeon.*’ In his analysis of paragraph 7, he finds references to the 
war between the Byzantines and the Bulgarians after the death of Leo VI 
(12 May 912). The allusion to the golden era in the history of the Byzantine 
Empire, in which the words of I Par. 27f. are used, points to the reign of 
Leo VI. Here the orator once again speaks of the spiritual ‘“‘adoption”’ of the 
Bulgarians by the Byzantines, brought about by their Christianization; thus 
the Christian religion was a basic factor in the relations between Byzantium 
and Bulgaria. 

In his commentary Uspenskij further deals with the problem arising from 
the author’s reference to the Bulgarians as being déyaéBio1 and nomads. He 
takes the term cpagoBio1 as evidence of the presence of a non-Slavic ethnic 
element among the Bulgarian people. Nowadays this problem can be considered 
as resolved, and therefore the discussion of the Russian scholar is only of 
historiographical interest. In paragraph 12 Uspenskij sees proof that the 
anonymous author was witness to the historical events related in his sermon 
and states that the chief object of the wars waged by Symeon against the 
Byzantine Empire was to seize the imperial crown (stephos). He also believes 


38 On this historical event, see Zlatarski, [storija, 464 ff. 

34 For details, see ibid., 521 ff. 

8° Uspenskij, ‘“Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,’”’ 102ff. 

36 Thid., 103 ff. 

*? This correspondence is edited by J. Sakkelion, ‘Papavot Pacidtws to Ackatrnvot émotoAal, in 
Acdt.‘Et.‘EAA., 1 (1883-84), 657-66; 2 (1885-86), 34-48. Bulgarian translation with commentary by 
V.N. Zlatarski, ‘“‘Pismata na vizantijskija imperator Romana Lakapena do biilgarskija car Simeona,’’ 
Sbornik za narodni umotvorenija, nauka i knignina, 13 (1896), 282-322; republished in Fontes Graeci 
Historiae Bulgaricae, IV (Sofia [1961]), 298-314. Cf£. Délger, Regesten (supra, note 9), nos. 606-8: 
Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, 502-3. Analysis in Zlatarski, Istorija, 485ff., 830ff. I am preparing a 
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that here the author used a hitherto unknown apocryphal legend. This hypo- 
thesis is bold but unconvincing, for the expression Uspenskij is concerned 
with, far from being a borrowing from some unknown ‘“‘poetical work,’ is 
simply a paraphrase of Homer, Iizad 11.500. In the sentence which imme- 
diately follows Uspenskij finds an allusion to the arbitrary appropriation by 
the Bulgarian ruler of the imperial title, namely, that of bastleus of the Romans 
and Bulgarians. On the basis of an incorrect reading of &9etei instead of evSerei, 
his interpretation of this passage is that Symeon “‘casts away the father,” but 
at the same time ‘“‘confirms the spirit.’” As a matter of fact, this passage of 
the sermon should only be interpreted in the sense of the Byzantine theory 
of spiritual relationships and the ‘‘family of the princes and the peoples.’’8 
Thus, when the rhetor asserts that Symeon betrays fidelity toward the 
‘father,’ he refers to this spiritual ‘‘family’’ of rulers and peoples. By so 
doing, Czar Symeon betrays also the “‘spirit,” i.e., the established system of 
relations between Christian sovereigns and their peoples. Although lacking 
a clear conception of this Byzantine theory, Uspenskij nonetheless cites as a 
parallel the text of the twenty-fifth epistle of the Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus.*® 
Paragraph 13 also alludes to the attitude of the Bulgarian Czar toward the 
Empire and to his violation of the system of spiritual relationship between 
Byzantium and the Bulgarians. In this same paragraph Uspenskij seeks to 
discover further indications of Symeon’s attitude toward the Senate of Con- 
stantinople; unfortunately, the letters of the Czar addressed to the members 
of the Senate with the definite purpose of harming the new emperor Romanus 
Lecapenus and of presenting him as an usurper of the supreme power in 
Byzantium have not come down to us. But, on the basis of the answers of 
the Patriarch, it is possible to reconstruct to some extent their content or at 
least to understand the general concepts formulated by Symeon. Uspenskij’s 
hypothesis” is that the Czar dwelled upon the significance of the imperial 
power and the usurpation perpetrated by Romanus Lecapenus; and that he 
claimed his own rights to the imperial crown of the Byzantine Empire on the 
ground of his spiritual adoption. The twenty-eighth letter of the Patriarch,” 
as Uspenskij points out, contains interesting information about the arguments 
used by Symeon.” 

From this point onward, Uspenskij uses the correspondence of the Patriarch 
Nicholas Mysticus for his interpretation of the various allusions contained in 
the text of the sermon. Thus, to the passage regarding the question whether 
or not a person of non-Byzantine origin may become ruler of the Empire he 
sees parallels in the eighteenth and nineteenth letters of the Patriarch.” 
Nicholas Mysticus’ letters also offer Uspenskij ways to interpret passages 
of the sermon containing evidence of the internal crisis of the Empire which 


38 See supra, note 25. 

3° Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,”’ 113 ff. 

40 Tbid., 115 ff. 

42 PG, 111, col. 180. 

42 Uspenskij, ‘‘Neizdannoe cerkovnoe slovo,”’ 115. 
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immediately followed the death of the Emperor Leo VI and of his brother 
Alexander (6 June 913). 

In the Vatican manuscript, where the anonymous author mentions the 
“new Proteus’’ (par. 14), there is a marginal note identifying the latter as 
Constantine the Eunuch. Uspenskij considers this identification “‘unsatis- 
factory’ because it contradicts the historical information concerning this 
personage.** Instead, he proposes as more probable the identification of the 
“new Proteus” with the Emperor Romanus Lecapenus. In paragraph 15 
Romanus Lecapenus is alluded to again, but under the name of Moses. From 
a historical point of view the last paragraphs of the sermon are easy to 
interpret: they contain a narration both of the meeting of Romanus Lecapenus 
with Symeon and of the conclusion of the treaty of peace between Byzantium 
and the Bulgarians. 

Uspenskij adds some remarks about the rhetor’s learning and his view of 
the world.* Concrete historical references take a relatively limited space in the 
sermon because the author is more concerned with his own reflections and 
feelings about contemporary events than with the concrete events themselves. 
The anonymous writer is well versed not only in ecclesiastical literature but 
also in ancient history, mythology, philosophy, rhetorical art, poetry, and 
popular literature. In spite of all this, his work should not be considered 
merely a reflection of the ideas and literary trends of his time. On the contrary, 
this sermon reveals great individuality both as a literary work and as a 
historical source. In order to demonstrate to his audience the advantages 
of peace, the rhetor touches upon the realities of life and everyday affairs. 
In paragraph 8, when referring to the life of domestic animals and to bees 
and ants, the author probably uses—as Uspenskij has pointed out**—the text 
of the Byzantine Phystologus.*” In observing life and the harmony of the 
cosmos, especially in respect to the life of animals, he compares it with human 
society. As a parallel to these reflections of the Byzantine author, Uspenskij 
cites numerous passages from Nicholas Mysticus’ letters,*® as well as several 
other passages from the correspondence between Romanus Lecapenus and 
Symeon of Bulgaria.® Realistic descriptions are further found, according to 
Uspenskij,** in paragraphs 18 and 19 (on rural life) and in paragraph 21. 

As to the identification of the author of the sermon, Uspenskij calls attention 
to paragraph 2; here, he asserts, is evidence that the author was a member 
of the Constantinopolitan high clergy,®2 while in paragraph 3 he sees evidence 
of his high social position. Although Uspenskij admits that this is insufficient 
to determine with any certainty the identity of the author of the sermon, as 
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we have mentioned above he sees only one possible identification—that with 
the Patriarch of Constantinople, Nicholas Mysticus.*? There remains, however, 
a very serious chronological discrepancy. It is generally agreed that the peace 
treaty between Byzantium and the Bulgarians was concluded in October 927, 
when Nicholas Mysticus had been dead for more than two years.** In an 
effort to resolve this difficulty, Uspenskij proposes that the conclusion of the 
peace between the two enemies might have taken place in two separate stages; 
had not some kind of peace perhaps been established before the marriage 
of the Czar Peter with Maria, daughter of Christophorus and granddaughter 
of the Emperor Romanus Lecapenus? But even assuming the possibility of 
two different stages in the establishment of the peace, Uspenski is unable to 
reconcile these two hypothetical moments with the actual historical chronology. © 
Utilizing his assumption, one may go so far as to admit that the conclusion 
of the peace and the resumption of pacific relations between Byzantium and 
Bulgaria may be dated to the year 926—that is, one year before the marriage 
of the Czar Peter and the princess Maria Lecapena, and one year after the 
death of the Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus; but a chronological discrepancy 
remains in any case. In fact, Uspenskij leaves open the question of the identi- 
fication of the author. And yet, although this identification is presented by 
him only as a hypothesis badly in need of solid proof, some modern historians 
have accepted it as being beyond any doubt. 

Uspenskij’s publication immediately attracted the attention of scholars and 
was the object of several book reviews. Thus, the distinguished specialist in 
the field of Byzantine philology and literature Eduard Kurtz (1846-1925) of 
Riga accepted in his detailed review®* Uspenskij’s comments on the text of 
the sermon, which he describes as ‘‘eine in der Sophienkirche iiber einen mit 
den Bulgaren geschlossenen Frieden gehaltene Rede, die der Vaticanus gr. 483, 
ein Sammelcodex aus dem Ende des 14. Jahrhunderts, ohne Uberschrift und 
Nennung des Autors enthalt; denn der jetzt in der Handschrift stehende 
Titel. ..ist, wie Uspenskij meint, erst spater, in unserem Jahrhundert, hinzu- 
gefiigt,’’ and writes further: ‘‘Denselben Ursprung weist Uspenskij den histori- 
schen Notizen am Rande der Handschrift zu; dort ist nadmlich der Versuch 
gemacht, die Persénlichkeiten, die der Redner erwahnt, aber ganz unbestimmt 
mit allegorischen, aus der Bibel und altgriechischen Mythologie und Geschichte 
entlehnten Namen andeutet, zu bestimmen und mit ihrem wirklichen Namen 
zu bezeichnen.”’ At this point the reviewer adds some remarks about the 
sermon itself: “Die Rede, die sich auf den im J. 927 mit Petros, dem Sohne 
des Symeon von Bulgarien, geschlossenen Frieden bezieht, bietet in sprach- 
licher und sachlicher Hinsicht grosse Schwierigkeiten. Der Verfasser der Rede, 
der offenbar zu den Spitzen der hauptstadtischen Geistlichkeit gehért und 
umfassende Belesenheit und Gelehrsamkeit auf den verschiedensten Gebieten 


53 Ibid., 122 f. See infra, p. 230. 
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des Wissens an den Tag legt, beherrscht vollkommen alle Mittel der rhe- 
torischen Kunst, aber nach der in der byzantinischen Litteratur allgemein 
verbreiteten Sitte umgeht er es dngstlich, in seiner Epideixis reale Facta und 
historische Namen zu erwadhnen, sondern beschrankt sich darauf, die zeit- 
gendssischen Ereignisse, die ihm und seinen Zuh6érern ja wohlbekannt waren, 
bloss anzudeuten und hinter rhetorischen Figuren und allegorischen Vergleichen 
zu verstecken, so dass der heutige Leser sich in seinen dunklen Andeutungen 
und Anspielungen nur schwer zurechtfinden kann’’*” 

After describing the general characteristics of the anonymous work, Kurtz 
emphasizes its importance as a historical source: ‘““Trotzdem hat die Rede 
nicht geringen Wert, erstens als Literaturdenkmal an sich, als interessantes 
Specimen der hochentwickelten rhetorischen Kunst im Anfange des 10. Jahr- 
hunderts, sodann aber auch als Beitrag zur Geschichte der bulgaro-byzanti- 
nischen Beziehungen im 9. und 10. Jh., tiber die sich bei den eigentlichen 
Geschichtschreibern, nur ziemlich diirftige Nachrichten finden....’’ As he 
comes to the problem of the authorship of our sermon, he repeats the hypo- 
thesis already formulated by Uspenskij, with the arguments fro et contra: 
‘Als den Verfasser dieser anonym itiberlieferten Rede glaubt Uspenskij mit 
grosser Wahrscheinlichkeit den Patriarchen Nikolaos Mystikos in Anspruch 
nehmen zu diirfen, aus dessen Briefwechsel mit Symeon von Bulgarien er 
verschiedene Gedanken als fiir diese Annahme sprechend anfiihrt; besonders 
hebt er die bei beiden gleichartige Beurteilung einzelner Facta hervor, 
namentlich die Verurteilung des Krieges zwischen den Griechen und den 
Bulgaren als eines Bruderzwistes und die Betonung der geistlichen Sohn- 
schaft, in der die Bulgaren zu Byzanz, das ihnen den christlichen Glauben 
ibermittelt hat, stehen....’’ However, he does not find the arguments well- 
grounded. “‘Aber dies alles scheint doch nicht von so individueller Natur zu 
sein, dass nicht auch eine andere Person zu jener Zeit diese Auffassung teilen 
konnte, die wohl im Bewusstsein aller Zeitgenossen lag.’’ He recalls the 
chronological discrepancy: ‘‘Dazu kommt die chronologische Schwierigkeit auf 
die Uspenskij selbst hinweist, dass der Patriarch Nikolaos bereits im J. 925 
gestorben ist, also zwei Jahre vor dem in unserer Rede verherrlichten Friedens- 
schlusse.’’®® 

The emendations of the text proposed by Kurtz are very important and 
have been accepted in the present edition of the sermon. In some passages 
Kurtz gives his own translation of the Greek text. For example, at p. 68, line 18 
(ed. Uspenskij), he suggests the following translation: ‘‘als nach Salomo, dem 
friedereichen und weisen, die Herde durch Jeroboam auseinandergerissen wur- 
de....’’ At p. 70 line 6: “‘dass das Geschenk aus der Hand des Héchsten kommt, 
das méchte wohl auch ein Blinder... .einsehen.” At p. 75 line 16, he proposes 
the interpretation ‘“‘wenn wir auch irgendwie, sowie jene [d.h. die Heiden: p. 75 
line 1] vom richtigen Weg abgekommen sind [denn wir haben an der naimlichen 
Schépfung, wenn auch nicht an ihrem Irrtum, teil d.h. wir sind ja ebenso 
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Menschen wie die Heiden, aber freilich durch die christliche Religion erleuch- 
tet], so mégen wir doch, auf den richtigen Weg zuriickgefiihrt [zur Friedfertig- 
keit], uns nicht mehr davon abbringen lassen. ...’’ Finally he remarks: “‘Ande- 
res, worin wir vom Herausgeber abweichen zu miissen glauben, miissen wir 
hier tibergehen, weil es sich nicht gut in Kiirze darlegen lasst.....’’®® In short, 
Kurtz’ critical observations have been singularly useful for the interpretation 
of our sermon. 

Simultaneously with Kurtz, another Russian scholar, B. Melioranskij, wrote 
a short bibliographical note®® in which he summarizes Uspenskij’s study and 
points out his hesitation on the matter of the chronology of the anonymous 
work. The edition made by Uspenskj attracted also the attention of the great 
German Byzantinist Karl Krumbacher, who immediately included it in the 
bibliographical notes of his monumental work, adding some interesting obser- 
vations: ‘‘Von einem Zeitgenossen des Nikolaos Mystikos stammt eine in der 
Sophienkirche gehaltene, ohne Autornamen in Cod. Vatic. gr. 483 tiberlieferte 
Rede, welche sich auf den im Jahre 927 mit Petros, dem Sohne des Symeon 
von Bulgarien, geschlossenen Frieden bezieht. Leider scheut sich der Ver- 
fasser nach der leidigen Sitte der byzantinischen Rhetorik von einer genaueren 
Bezeichnung von Tatsachen und Namen, so dass sich der historische Unter- 
grund seiner dunkeln Andeutungen und allegorischen Vergleiche nicht mit 
gentigender Deutlichkeit erkennen lasst.’’®! From these remarks it is obvious 
that Krumbacher does not agree with Uspenskij as to the authorship of the 
sermon. While the Russian scholar proposed, not without some hesitation, 
the name of Nicholas Mysticus, the conjecture of the German scholar is that 
the work must be ascribed with greater probability to a contemporary of the 
Patriarch. 

In 1900, about six years after the publication of the anonymous text, a 
detailed study by I. Kuznecov appeared.® The author proposed to analyze 
the correspondence of the Byzantine envoy to Bulgaria in the years 894-96, 
Leo Magister Choerosphaktes,® with the Bulgarian prince Symeon and that 
of the Emperor Romanus Lecapenus with the same Bulgarian ruler,®4 as 
well as the contents of our sermon. But Kuznecov’s study remained in- 
complete. In his published work, the author gives only general information 
about the history of Bulgaria under Czar Symeon and about Byzantine- 
Bulgarian relations during this period ; he mentions the correspondence between 
Leo Magister and Symeon and publishes the letters partly in the original 
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text, partly in Bulgarian translation, with his commentary. Then he continues 
with the history of Byzantine-Bulgarian relations at the time of the Emperor 
Romanus Lecapenus, adding detailed references to the correspondence of 
Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus as well as to some Byzantine chronicles. Contrary 
to the reader’s expectation, since the sermon of 927 is cited in the title of 
his study, not a word is said on the subject. The supplementary study which 
one would have expected was never published. 

Ten years later, the Bulgarian historian D. Zuhlev, who was interested 
predominantly in the history of the Bulgarian Church, examined the sermon as 
a historical source.® Disregarding the caution and hesitation of the editor, 
Zuhlev accepts some of Uspenskij’s conjectures as historical facts; for him, 
the sermon is undoubtedly the work of Nicholas Mysticus. Further, he agrees 
with Uspenskij on the matter of the arrangements toward the marriage between 
the Bulgarian Czar Peter and the Byzantine princess Maria Irene; according 
to him, these took place after, not before, the conclusion of the peace treaty. 
This seems probable, for the negotiations between the two countries treated 
all problems concerning their relations, and it was not until after everything 
was settled that the peace treaty was signed and confirmed by the marriage. 

In 1919 the Italian Byzantinist and patrologist Monsignor Giovanni Mercati 
published a short note in which he proposed some emendations to the text 
of the sermon.®* Mercati dates the Vatican MS containing the text to the 
thirteenth-fourteenth century, while Uspenskij was inclined to attribute it to 
the late fourteenth century.®’ His emendation concerns the beginning of this 
anonymous work: “Chi ha sperimentato l’utilita degli inizi per il riconosci- 
mento degli scritti anepigrafi e pseudepigrafi, non trovera superfluo che si dia 
il vero principio del discorso per la pace coi Bulgari nel 927 tenuto a S. Sofia 
di Costantinopoli,”’ declares Mercati. He then quotes the incipit from Uspen- 
skij’s edition: Eipjvn &’ twous, oxipticare. ciprynv tuvotuev, etppdvSnte. elofunv 
emi tas TdAcis Ticdv, af Suyortépes ‘IepovcaAty yopeUoate. To this he objects, ““Ma 
elpvn € correzione dell’editore invece dell’ cipyvnv del m[anoscritto], e corre- 
zione non felice, che toglie alla prima coppia il parallelismo (per cosi dire) di 
costruzione alle due coppie seguenti. E‘ poi la conseguenza di un abbaglio 
circa il luogo preciso di un supplemento fatto dal copista medesimo, il quale 
dapprima aveva saltato le parole Eiptv. — oxiptioate. Volendole supplire, lo 
fece nella riga superiore, di seguito alla rubrica (che da cid risulta originale, 
e non gia del secolo XIX, come sogné I’Uspenskij) ’Ewi ti tév BouvAyépwv oup- 
Paoei, pero tirando insieme una linea che parte di mezzo ad evopdvSnte eiphynv 
e termina avanti all’ cipjvnv supplito, per avvertire che cola e non altrove va 
il supplemento.” Finally Mercati concludes: ‘‘Pertanto devesi leggere: Elpdynv 
UnvounEv, evppavSnte eiphuny &’ twous, oKipTroate: eiptyvnv él tas mdéAeis Liddv, ai 
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Suyatépes ‘lepoucaAtu ovyxopsvoate (cosi il ms. e non xopevoate, come nell’ edi- 
zione).’” Especially worthy of note is Mercati’s opinion that the title is original, 
not a modern addition as Uspenskij believed. 

In his detailed history of the Bulgarian state in the Middle Ages the distin- 
guished Bulgarian historian Vasil N. Zlatarski wrote about the reign of the 
Czar Symeon, making use of the sermon as a source for that period. Therefore, 
he mentions the suggestion found in our text®* concerning the meeting between 
Symeon and Romanus I Lecapenus in early September 923. He apparently 
accepts the evidence of the Anonymous as reliable, calling in question only 
the allegation made by the Byzantine author on the ‘‘corrupted Greek lan- 
guage’ spoken by the Bulgarian Czar. Taking into consideration the fact that 
Symeon as a young man spent “‘about ten years” in Constantinople and, 
moreover, studied at the famous academy of Magnaura, where he learned 
the Greek language so well that his contemporaries nicknamed him Hemiargos, 
1.e., ““Semi-Greek,’’ such a statement does not ring true. Zlatarski sees here a 
rhetorical figure of speech, intentionally aimed at slighting the Bulgarian 
ruler. 

In an attempt to solve the question concerning the initiative for the negotia- 
tions between Byzantium and Bulgaria after Symeon’s death, Zlatarski once 
again resorts to the sermon. In some of its passages he sees allusions to the 
Bulgarians taking the first step toward the peace negotiations.® The meeting 
between the Emperor Romanus and Symeon’s successor, Peter, Zlatarski 
accepts as authentic. Here he corrects a slight error in the translation of 
Uspenskij.”° Finally, since he cannot find any reference in the sermon to the 
wedding ceremony of Peter and Maria Irene, he concludes that the sermon 
must have been delivered immediately after the conclusion of the peace 
treaty.”1 On the whole, Zlatarski does not make full use of all the evidence 
furnished by our source and, moreover, is very cautious in utilizing the sermon 
as a historical source. In all probability he thought that the text needed a 
thorough analysis before it could be regarded as a reliable document.” 

After Zlatarski called attention to the sermon, other Bulgarian scholars 
examined it as a source of references for diverse fields of scholarship. Among 
others, I. Sakazov in 1929 looked for data for the economic history of the 
Bulgarian people.”? Recognizing in the anonymous author a “‘Geistlicher in 
Konstantinopel,” he quotes the passage containing a reference to the abandon- 
ment on the part of the Bulgarians of the nomadic way of life: “Sie [the 
Bulgarians] wurden von unserem Gott als Sdhne angenommen und entwéhnten 
sich ihrer amazonischen und nomadischen Sitten.’’ Strictly speaking, this is 
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not true, since the Bulgarian peoples had firmly settled several centuries 
before their official conversion in 865. The sermon is quoted again in connection 
with the peace treaty of 927 (the quotation 1s based on Uspenskij’s transla- 
tion) :"4 ““Die segensreichen Folgen des im Jahre 927 abgeschlossenen Friedens 
fanden in einer sehr farbenprachtigen Schilderung eines anonymen Redners 
aus jener Epoche ihren Ausdruck. ‘Jetzt wurden die Erde und der Himmel 
reiner, und die Oberflache der Erde bedeckte sich mit Blumen, jetzt geben 
sogar die Quellen mehr Wasser her, und die Erde und das Meer versehen uns 
reichlich mit ihren grésseren Geschenken; es ist, als ob in Wirklichkeit auch 
die Wipfel der Eichen mehr Eicheln spenden und die mittleren Zweige die 
Bienen nahren, die Herden tragen dickere Wolle, die Siedlungen breiten sich 
aus, die Menschen bauen Hauser, pfltigen die Erde, setzen Pflanzen und saen 
Getreide, sdubern die Gefasse von Spinnweben und durchkosten herrliche 
Hoffnungen; die Strassen fiillen sich mit Reisenden und auf den Bergeshdhen 
spielen Lammer und Kalber. Wie angenehm ist jetzt das Knarren der Wagen.... 
Jetzt werden die Kinder gross, und die Jugend arbeitet bis zur Ermiidung.... 
So wird alles jung und gibt sich der Freude hin und besingt und riihmt den 
Urheber dieses Segens.’”’ To point out the evils of war, the text of the sermon 
is once more quoted:” “‘Andere Schriftsteller berichten ausdriicklich, dass 
‘das Land ungebaut dalag, weil keine Leute zum Pfliigen da waren, denn 
das ganze Land war unbewohnt.’”’ 

In the historical literature of the years immediately following, no mention 
of the sermon is to be found. Then the Greek Byzantinist Nikos A. Bees 
(Vees) devoted to it a note in his study on the invasion of the Byzantine 
Empire by the Bulgarian Czar Symeon.”* Without any solid arguments, the 
Russian scholar M. Sangin declared that the author of the sermon was the 
Archbishop Arethas of Caesarea.” Almost at the same time the eminent 
German scholar Franz Délger, in his study on the Byzantine idea of ‘‘the 
family of princes and peoples,’’’® took into consideration, among other sources, 
our text. In it he finds expressed ‘“‘das Verhaltnis ‘Sohn-Vater’ sowohl zwischen 
dem byzantinischen Kaiser und dem jeweiligen Bulgarenherrscher als zwischen 
dem byzantinischen und dem bulgarischen Volke.’”? He mentions Uspenskij’s 
article and recalls that the latter had collected several illustrations of this 
idea, expressed by various Byzantine authors. But while Uspenskij had only 
cautiously advanced the suggestion that the author was Nicholas Mysticus, 
Délger is in no doubt that the sermon was composed by this Patriarch. ‘‘Aus- 
gabe der anonym tiberlieferten, mit Sicherheit aber dem Patr. Nikolaos zuzu- 
schreibenden Rede auf den Frieden v. J. 924 [sic!]...,’’ writes Délger about 
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Uspenskij’s study.”® Again, the “spiritual kinship’’ between Byzantium and 
the Bulgarians is the theme of another passage ‘‘aus der oben erwahnten 
Friedensrede d. J. 924.’’ Where he detects an allusion to the conversion of 
the Bulgarians to Christianity, Délger remarks: “‘Es verdient Beachtung, dass 
der Patriarch, der, wie man sieht, durch den standigen Hinweis auf das Vater- 
Sohn-Verhdltnis, welches den Fiirsten Symeon sowohl an ihn selbst (Nikolaos) 
als auch an den Kaiser bindet, ein pietaétvolles Verhalten des ungebardigen 
‘Kindes’ erzwingen will, auch auf die allgemeinere und auf die ‘Bruderschaft 
in Christo’ anspielende Bezeichnung ‘Bruder’ (d.h. ‘Bruder in Christo’ nach 
Paulus) ausweicht, wohl um die Empfindlichkeit des stolzen Bulgaren zu 
schonen....’’8° Since he attributes the sermon to Nicholas Mysticus, Déolger 
must of necessity date it before the death of the head of the Byzantine Church, 
namely, to 924.81 He was wrong, however, in both instances. 

In the first edition of his Byzantinoturcica,®* the Hungarian scholar Gyula 
Moravesik repeats uncritically the same errors: ‘‘Anonymus de Bulgaris: eine 
anonym iiberlieferte kirchliche Rede aus dem 10. Jh. ist wichtig fiir die 
bulgarisch-byzantinischen Beziehungen. Neuerdings wurde nachgewiesen, dass 
ihr Verfasser der Patriarch Nikolaos Mystikos...war, und dass es sich in 
dieser Rede um den Friedensvertrag vom J. 924 handelt.’’ After the publica- 
tion of the first edition of Byzantinoturcica, I wrote to Moravcsik, pointing 
out that both the attribution of the sermon to Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus 
and the dating of the sermon were disproved by internal evidence. Therefore, 
in the second edition of his useful work,®? the author modified his former 
statement as follows: “Wer ihr Verfasser war, wurde noch nicht endgiiltig 
geklart. Man dachte an Nikolaos Mystikos..., an Arethas...und an Theo- 
doros Daphnopates (Mitteilung von I. Dujéev), und es wurde dementsprechend 
angenommen, dass sich die Rede entweder auf den Friedensvertrag vom Jahre 
924 oder auf den vom Jahre 927 bezieht.’’ Evidently Moravcsik could not 
make up his mind one way or another. The very title he gives to this historical 
document betrays his reluctance to commit himself.84 More bibliographical 
data was added to the note in question. 

In 1963, I published in the series of Greek, i.e., Byzantine, sources for the 
history of Bulgaria in the Middle Ages the text of the sermon and its translation 
in Bulgarian, accompanied by an introduction and a commentary.® Four 
years later the important study of Romilly J. H. Jenkins appeared.® It is 
undoubtedly one of the most useful contributions to the solution of the 


9 [btd., at beginning. 

80 [bid., at end. 

8! Patriarch Nicholas I Mysticus died 15 May 925; see supra, note 54. 

82 G. Moravecsik, Byzantinoturcica, I (Budapest, 1942), 110-11; cf. also 278. 

83 Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica (supra, note 10), 223-24. 

8 Jbid., 223: ‘‘Anonymus de Bulgaris.”’ 

8° Fontes Graeci Historiae Bulgaricae, V (Sofia, 1963), 82-101. 

6 R. J. H. Jenkins, ‘‘The Peace with Bulgaria (927) Celebrated by Theodore Daphnopates,”’ 
Polychronion. Festschrift Franz Délger zum 75. Geburtstag (Heidelberg, 1966); Reprinted in: idem, 
Studies on Byzantine History of the 9th and 10th Centuries (London, 1970), no. XXI (hereafter Jenkins 
“The Peace with Bulgaria’’), 287-303. 


236 IVAN DUJCEV 


problems arising from our text and, because of it, more historians were 
attracted to the sermon. After some preliminary words on Uspenskij’s publica- 
tion of 1894, Jenkins remarks: ‘“Uspenskij’s edition 1s unsatisfactory in every 
way but one: for it is only fair to say that his transcription of the text, written 
in a late 14th-century hand, 1s most accurate. But the meaning of the docu- 
ment—the allusions which it makes to contemporary events and personalities, 
the significance and date of its explanatory ‘key’ (I mean, the marginalia), 
and indeed its very nature—almost wholly eluded him: and he himself very 
frankly admitted that this was so.’’ Nevertheless Jenkins does not fail to note 
‘the few occasions where he was right in his interpretation.’’ Then he goes on, 
“But two of his misunderstandings must be observed at the outset. First, his 
title “L’serkovnoe slovo’ is a misnomer. There is no reason to suppose, and 
every reason to doubt, that this is the text of a sermon for delivery in church. 
The wealth of classical allusion, and the constant, if covert, reference to 
contemporary politicians, would make the oration quite unsuitable for a 
thanksgiving in S. Sophia. The misunderstanding arises from a passage’? in 
which the audience is exhorted to go to the church and give thanks for the 
peace.”’ For Jenkins is convinced that “the oration is delivered by the official 
Palace orator in the presence of the emperor (Romanus I); and is comparable 
with the series of palace orations delivered before Leo VI by Arethas of 
Caesarea a quarter of a century before.” 

According to Jenkins, the second misunderstanding concerns the marginal 
notes of the manuscript: “In the second place, the 14th-century text includes, 
not only the title given above, in red ink, but also some highly illuminating 
marginal comments, partly in red ink and partly in black. These comments 
are a ‘key’ to the identity of some of the persons disguised in the text under 
Biblical or mythological names.” Jenkins believes that the dating of these 
notes proposed by the first editor of the text is wrong. “‘Uspenskij thought 
that these marginalia were additions of the 19th century, perhaps the work 
of Hase, who is known to have had access to the document. Hence, he thought 
himself free to doubt and even reject these identifications where he thought 
them improbable. But, in fact, these marginalia are in the same hand as the 
rest of the text [here, in a footnote, Jenkins refers to Mgr. Mercati, who 
pointed out this fact in 1919], and, what is more, are in every instance but 
one demonstrably correct. There can be little doubt that they go back to the 
10th century and are perfectly reliable. We may add that Hase, good scholar 
as he was, would hardly have been capable of writing them.’’8* This assertion, 
backed by the paleographical scrutiny to which the text was subjected by 
Mercati, is of particular importance for the accurate interpretation of our 
text. 

The British Byzantinist warns, however, that, though the marginalia are 
of great help, “‘not...all the document’s obscurities vanish before the eye of 
a modern scholar.’’ After quoting Uspenskij’s complaint about the difficulties 
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the historian now has to cope with, he adds, reassuringly, “‘perhaps it is not 
quite so bad as all that.’’ Then he proceeds to give a terse account of the 
results of his interpretation of the text: “Internal evidence shows that this 
oration was given in the Palace to celebrate the peace signed and ratified 
between Tsar Peter of Bulgaria and the Emperor Romanus I Lecapenus in 
October 927. Hence the oration itself may be dated to that month, or very 
shortly afterwards.’’®® How much further than Uspenskij Jenkins has gone is 
quite evident. What he had in mind was to publish the complete text of the 
document; but in this article he says, “I cannot, for reasons of space, here 
republish the whole of it, though the whole deserves republication, in view 
of its importance and authorship and of the rarity of Uspenskij’s edition. 
But I select the two passages in it which are of greatest importance to the 
historian, translate them and add some notes on their meaning, author and 
historical reliability.”’ 

He then gives the two passages of the Vatican manuscript with references 
to the editions of Uspenskij and Kurtz.*® He proposes several corrections and 
lectiones in the text; he also identifies the sources of some quotations. The 
Greek text of the passages is followed by its English translation.® In his 
Comment, Jenkins touches on the first passage only briefly: ‘‘The first passage 
(@ tijs értivoias. . .xeopijoar TO péye9os) is by far the less important of the two, being 
merely a rhetorical celebration of the conclusion of the Peace of 927, of the 
repulse and death of Symeon of Bulgaria, and of the providential arrival of 
Romanus Lecapenus in 919, to redeem and unify the divided realm.’’®? Most 
of the same ideas are expanded in the second passage, where the Anonymous 
dwells on the historical change in the way of life of the Bulgarians. ‘“‘The 
Bulgars, says the orator, are no longer to be called ‘Scyths’ and ‘barbarians,’ 
but once more Christians like ourselves. God has transformed the ‘wolves of 
the West’ (Bulgars) into ‘cheerfulness.’’’ Again, God has intervened on behalf 
of the Byzantines, ‘He has caused the new Hadad or Holofernes [Symeon] 
to give place to his son Peter.” Here Jenkins makes an interesting linguistic 
observation on ‘‘the usage of the hapax tpodiape9oSevodpevos,”’ a word ‘which 
the orator, a hardy and daring innovator, has coined to imply ‘having caused 
to move out of the way in front of’: in other words, God has removed Symeon 
so that Peter can take his place.’’ Similarly it is to divine will that the ascension 
of Romanus Lecapenus to the throne is attributed. Jenkins agrees with the 
identification of Solomon with the Emperor Leo VI and thinks that Jeroboam 
may stand for Leo Phocas. Uspenskij was unable to suggest any identification 
for Jonah, whereas, in Jenkins’ opinion ‘‘...there is really no mystery about 
the matter. As Jonah was belched up from the sea to be the salvation of 
Nineveh (Jonah 2-3), so Admiral Romanus rose from the sea to the throne.’ 
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Further in the text Jenkins notes another reference to Romanus, who this 
time is called ‘‘Moses from the water.’ 

Speaking of the marginalia, Jenkins accepts the identification of Hadad- 
Holofernes as Symeon. Regarding the identification of Jonah, Jenkins remarks 
that in one instance some indecision is betrayed by the author of the marginal 
notes, for he first identifies Jonah with Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, and 
then (this time correctly) with Romanus Lecapenus. 

The second, and historically more important, passage of the sermon begins 
with a promise to explain the significance of the celebration of the peace 
of 927. The Anonymous turns back to the preceding historical period, namely, 
to the reign of the Emperor Leo VI, with a highly positive representation of 
this time. Achitophel, mentioned in the text, is possibly Samonas, the ‘‘trusty 
adviser’ of Leo VI from 900 to 908,% while the identification of Draco and 
Solon, mentioned further in the sermon, remains problematical: ‘“‘What specific 
law-givers, if any, lurk under the names of Draco and Solon,” declares Jenkins, 
“does not appear.”’ 

In his further analysis, the explanation of the title archon, given to Symeon 
of Bulgaria, must be noted. ““Symeon is here correctly styled archon, since at 
the outbreak of hostilities he was not yet crowned emperor.’’®* With reference 
to a study by the late G.I. Bratianu,®” he interprets the terms 5fyos and 
ctrootacia as insurrection and revolt: Symeon “‘usurps an imperial crown and 
throne, the crown that discrowned Europe, that is, ruined the Balkan Peninsula 
and Thrace during the next eleven years.” What is not clear in this statement 
made by Jenkins, is, first, the date of Symeon’s usurpation of the imperial 
title and, second, the chronology of the Byzantine-Bulgarian wars. The first 
date is still controversial. Assuming for the end of hostilities the death of 
Symeon (27 May 927), the beginning of the war must be set—according to 
Jenkins**—at about 916, which historically is not exact.® Jenkins interprets 
the term cvappnois in its “obvious and most common meaning,” i.e., as a 
reference to the fact that Symeon proclaimed himself emperor; he seeks con- 
firmation of this evidence given by the anonymous author in the letters ex- 
changed between Romanus Lecapenus and Symeon! and in the inscriptions 
on Symeon’s seals.'°' In the next passage of the sermon Jenkins sees a descrip- 
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tion, ‘“‘with much corroborative detail,’ of the ‘“‘actual crowning of Symeon 
as emperor by the Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus in September 913’ (he 
accepts the interpretation of this event proposed by Ostrogorsky!’) and 
continues: “‘For obvious reasons, the utmost discretion had to be used by our 
orator. The transaction was so irregular and shameful that to name the 
principals, even though both were now dead, would have been—to put it 
mildly—unfortunate. Nor was it necessary to do so. The facts were known 
to all the audience, who would be quick to catch the allusions. Instead. the 
principals are referred to by a simple 6 8é - 6 8€é - 6 8&.’” Here Jenkins accuses 
Uspenskij of having proposed a wrong interpretation and consequently of hav- 
ing ended in “‘hopeless confusion.”’ 

The new interpretation of this passage suggested by Jenkins is very inter- 
esting and worth quoting 7m extenso. Proceeding from Ostrogorsky’s explana- 
tion of the events of 913, he attempts to analyze the text from a new point 
of view. The allusions, he says, would have been easily comprehensible to 
contemporaries; the pronoun 6 5é was used the first and the third time with 
reference to Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus, and the second time with reference 
to the Bulgarian Czar. Let us quote Jenkins ;!™ “Nicholas, then, on Symeon’s 
arrival, asks what his terms are, though in fact he knows them already.... 
Symeon wants the imperial crown. This has to be conceded, but how can it 
be made as ‘unofficial’ as possible while still acceptable to Symeon? The first 
thing to do is to avoid the ‘obersance’ (arpockuvnois) due to an emperor from 
the second estate of the realm, the Roman Senate. So Nicholas takes good 
care that their representatives are excluded from the ceremony. He then goes 
to Symeon and crowns him with the black patriarchal epirrhiptarion, which, 
bunched up into the semblance of an imperial stemma, is wittily described 
by our orator as the ‘helmet of darkness.’ But this is not enough for Symeon. 
He knows that ‘obevsance’ is necessary for a proper coronation, and he goes 
on to demand this. Nicholas has foreseen this; and he makes it perfectly clear 
(sagas épv) that Roman senators (who, in any case, are not present) cannot 
make obeisance to any but a Roman emperor. ‘No,’ says he (and we are given 
what purport to be his exact words), ‘Wear for a little the diadem which I 
have improvised for you, and let your fellow-celebrants do you obeisance.’ 
This can only mean that the ovvtopto: (‘fellow-celebrants’) were Bulgarians, 
and that the title given to Symeon, or at all events understood by Nicholas 
to be given, was that of Baoidets BovAyapias. That Symeon was ‘tricked’ into 
accepting this is clear from the immediately following encomium on the tricks 
whereby the Patriarch cheated Symeon throughout his life; and also from 
the fact that, after his withdrawal to Bulgaria, Symeon renewed his demand 
for obeisance by Romans, and was again put off.’’!° Here Jenkins points 
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out that, although the term ovuvioptoi is a hapax,!6 there is ‘‘no need to reject 
it,’ as Uspenskij has done, for the term ouveoptacovtas appears in the cor- 
respondence of Nicholas Mysticus.? 

On the basis of this term ouvéopto: Jenkins further suggests that an attempt 
might be made to establish ‘“‘where this peculiar coronation took place.’’!% 
According to a version of John Skylitzes and George Cedrenus,!? which was 
accepted by Zlatarski, Ostrogorsky, and Délger,’° Symeon himself was received 
inside the city of Constantinople, and the ceremony of the coronation took 
place in the palace of Blachernae. But Jenkins recalls that, according to the 
‘older’ version of the Logothete, only Symeon’s two sons were admitted in 
the City, while Patriarch Nicholas went out to meet the Bulgarian King at 
the Hebdomon.! In that case, it follows that the ceremony took place outside 
of Constantinople, with the assistance of a “mainly, if not wholly Bulgarian 
entourage.”’ And Jenkins adds: “‘It is equally certain that Nicholas would 
have preferred this, for obvious reasons.’’!42 These reasons, of course, were 
chiefly those of security for the Byzantine capital. In support of this assertion, 
he reminds us that, when in 922 Symeon wanted to enter the City, he was 
given a very decided refusal, as Nicholas Mysticus reports.'4° The positive 
result of these meetings was, as Jenkins remarks somewhat ironically, that 
“Symeon goes off home, after his peaceful inthronisation over his peaceful 
Bulgars.”’ 

The sermon then goes on to describe the change in the relations between 
Byzantium and Bulgaria during the months immediately following. ‘‘This 
peaceable settlement was rudely overthrown by the palace-revolution of 
February 914, the expulsion of Nicholas from the regency, and the advent of 
Zoe’s new ‘government of eunuchs’ headed by Constantine the Chamberlain, 
here called “the new Proteus.’ This government denounced the secret agreement 
with Symeon...and prepared for war.’’ What comes next in the text is inter- 
preted by Jenkins as an allusion to the war between the Byzantines and the 
Bulgarians in 917 and the defeat of the Byzantine army by Symeon in the 
battle at Achelo on August 20 of that year.1!4 The first editor of the text at 
this point failed to grasp the meaning of this passage, and Jenkins writes: 
“It is hard to understand how Uspenskij...could so totally have misunder- 
stood this very obvious allusion; the orator should indeed have written 
Tapactnoayévous for Tapactijcavtas (as, lower down, he should have written 


106 Jbhid., 299 note 6. 

107 PG, 111, col. 201D. 

108 Jenkins, ““The Peace with Bulgaria,’ 300. 

109 G. Cedrenus-Joh. Skylitzes, Bonn ed., IT (1839), 282 line 18. 

110 Zlatarski, Istorija, 364ff. Ostrogorsky, ‘‘Die Krénung Symeons,”’ 276. Délger, ‘‘Der Bulgaren- 
herrscher als geistlicher Sohn des byzantinischen Kaisers,” reprinted in Byzanz und die europdische 
Staatenwelt (supra, note 25), 192. 

111 On the Hebdomon, see N. P. Kondakov, Vizantijshija cerkvi i pamjatniki Konstantinopolja 
(Odessa, 1886), 198 ff. : 

112 Jenkins, ““The Peace with Bulgaria,’ 300. 

118 PG, 111, col. 176A ff.; cf. Jenkins, ‘‘The Peace with Bulgaria,’’ 300. 

114 For details, see Zlatarski, Istovija, 380 ff. 


THE TREATY OF 927 WITH THE BULGARIANS 241 


ouv9éuevos for ovuv9els), but, apart from this solecism, his reference to the 
campaign and its commander is as plain as words can make it.’’! 

The passage which follows is interpreted by Jenkins!6 as a narration of the 
ascension of Romanus Lecapenus to the imperial throne. The reference to 
the ‘“Nazarenes agreeing’ in the text is explained as expressing the approval 
of the Byzantine clergy: ‘‘All blessings instantly followed his elevation, among 
which we note ‘Nazarenes agreeing,’ in the Tomus Unionis of July 920.1" 
The politics of the new Emperor are presented by the Anonymous as ‘‘a most 
versatile display of diplomatic activity’’ on the part of Romanus I Lecapenus. 
Jenkins declares that “‘the meaning of the awkward sentence Tois troixiAois. .. 
TroAUTpoTros is, the singleminded man may try any number of alternatives to 
achieve his aim (‘that 1s what versatility means’), whereas the troiiAo are 
unstable and have no singleness of purpose.’’8 Thanks to other historical 
sources!!® we know details of this wide diplomatic activity undertaken by the 
Emperor Romanus at the courts of Egypt and Bagdad, in Serbia, among the 
Russians, Petchenegs, Alans, Abasgians, and Magyars. 

Jenkins recognizes that what follows in the sermon was correctly inter- 
preted by Uspenskij as an allusion to the meeting of the Emperor with Czar 
Symeon on Thursday, 9 September 923;1°° and he is inclined to accept as a 
historical fact the author's assertion that it was the Bulgarian ruler who began 
to speak and that he made “‘many errors in Greek diction and grammar.”’ 
The next day, September 10, having made a promise to negotiate for peace, 
Symeon left. But he did not keep his promise: ‘‘But as King David of old 
was not allowed by God to build His temple because he was a man of blood, 
for the same reason [the orator believes] Symeon was not allowed to do the 
holy work of peace-making, which has been reserved for his son Peter. Peter 
has come, and the treaty has been made....” 

After thus recapitulating the contents of the sermon, Jenkins turns to two 
fundamental questions: first, that of the authorship of this work; and, second, 
that of the value of our text as a historical source.!#! As regards the first 
question, he recalls that Uspenskij had “‘noted some similarities in the content 
and phraseology of our document with those of the Letters of the Patriarch 
Nicholas,”’ but had also seen the chronological discrepancy. This chronological 
discrepancy, says Jenkins, is “decisive against attributing the oration to 
Nicholas,’’ for the sermon was composed to celebrate the conclusion of the 
peace between Byzantium and the Bulgarians in October 927, while Patriarch 
Nicholas Mysticus had died in 925, that is, more than two years before.122 In 
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addition to this, the Patriarch “‘himself is referred to, if not actually named..., 
in terms which make it nearly impossible that he can have been its author.”’ 
Having thus rejected this hypothesis, Jenkins turns to the suggestion I had 
offered in my correspondence with Moravcsik: ‘‘Who then was [the Author]? 
The obvious person to think of is Theodore Daphnopates, the friend and 
protoasecretts of Romanus I and the author of Romanus’ letters to Symeon.}28 
And indeed, according to Moravcsik,!4 I. Dujéev has already made the 
attribution.’’ Here Jenkins reminds his readers that the editor of the cor- 
respondence of Romanus I Lecapenus, the Greek scholar John Sakkelion,1”5 
had advanced the hypothesis that Theodore Daphnopates was the author of 
Books I-IV and VI of the historical work generally known as Theophanes 
Continuatus. Sakkelion’s suggestion is now generally accepted.!26 The Russian 
scholar S. Sestakov!2’ tried to analyze the style of Theodore Daphnopates 
but, as Jenkins himself had pointed out in a previous article,!28 his ‘‘proofs 
were not quite convincing’; he now adds: “But the evidence of our oration, 
if Daphnopates wrote this too, goes far to confirm the hypothesis....’’ He 
had already indicated that the Continuator of Theophanes wrote under the 
influence of Polibius and Plutarch; ‘It can scarcely be accident that, in our 
oration. ..the author says he can only explain the circumstances of the festival 
by ‘presenting the occasions and causes, and whence and how those went 
before and these followed after.’”’ A similar assertion in the text of Theophanes 
Continuatus is here quoted by Jenkins!*® who concludes, convincingly: “‘It is 
pretty clear that the same hand wrote both passages; and as Daphnopates 
has been put forward as the likeliest author of both these works, we can I 
think safely assume that he it was.”’ 

The second question, discussed briefly by Jenkins, is that of the chronology 
of our sermon.!°° He begins by raising the problem of “how reliable’’ this 
oration is “‘as a source, especially for the ‘coronation’ of Symeon in 913.” 
The answer, according to him, is that “the author was a serious historian, 
and second, that he was addressing an audience all of whom, from the emperor 
downwards, knew the facts.” He believes that the Anonymous “‘was certainly 
familiar with the Patriarch Nicholas’ letters to Symeon, and may, as a younger 
man, have been a patriarchal secretary.’ This latter surmise is very inter- 
esting; it needs, however, further proof. But Jenkins does not stop here, but 
adds: “He [Theodore Daphnopates] may even, in that capacity, have gone 
with Nicholas to Hebdomon and been present at the ‘coronation’: at least, 
he purports to quote some actual words of Nicholas on that occasion.” 
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At the end of his study Jenkins discusses Ostrogorsky’s opinion on the 
description of the ceremony performed in 913, as given by the Byzantine 
orator, and says,1*! ‘‘Ostrogorsky!** tends to cast doubt on the Chronicle’s 
account of a ‘sham’ coronation, by which Symeon was tricked. He thinks 
that Symeon, the ‘half-Greek,’ could not have been so stupid as to be deceived 
into thinking that coronation with an epirrhipiarion was as good as one with 
a stemma. He believes that the ‘trick’ was invented ex postfacto, to invalidate 
a coronation that was perfectly in order.’”’ And he adds, “If we maintain this 
position, as we are still free to do, then Daphnopates, both here and in the 
Continuation of Theophanes, is merely giving the official version as it was 
told in 927. However, I am inclined to think there is more to it than that. 
The orator states that Nicholas practised his deceits on Symeon throughout 
his life; and adds that, on this very occasion, he cheated Symeon out of a 
Roman obeisance. It does not seem wholly impossible that Symeon, who had 
probably never seen an imperial coronation, should have accepted the presence 
of the Ecumenical Patriarch, his prayer of consecration, and his imposition 
of some sort of head-gear, however ridiculous, as a valid procedure for his own 
elevation.” 

To conclude, Jenkins’ study of 1966 represents undoubtedly one of the most 
valuable contributions to the analysis and interpretation of the anonymous 
sermon. Some of his conclusions on this historical source can be considered as 
final. First, it is clear that the author of our document was not the Patriarch 
of Constantinople, Nicholas I Mysticus, as was suggested by the first editor 
and uncritically taken up by some recent scholars. It follows that we must 
look elsewhere for the author of the work. The most likely person appears 
to be Theodore Daphnopates. But this hypothesis can be accepted as irre- 
futable only after a thorough analysis of all the historical and philological 
arguments, as I shall attempt to demonstrate in a special study.13 Thanks 
to Jenkins’ insistence that the sermon was pronounced on the occasion of the 
conclusion of the peace treaty between Byzantium and the Bulgarians in 
October 927, it is impossible to ascribe this work to Nicholas Mysticus. It is 
now also established that the marginal notes are not the work of an anony- 
mous, later scribe but are contemporary with the original text. Thus, the 
identification of the different historical personalities mentioned in the text 
will become easier. Very valuable, too, are the many observations on the text 
suggested by Jenkins, as well as his translation, which is at the same time a 
useful interpretation. 

Two years after the publication of Jenkins’ study, the Belgian Byzantinist 
Mrs. Patricia Karlin-Hayter wrote an article about our document.1%4 She 
begins by remarking, “‘We are once more in debt to Professor Jenkins for 
focusing attention, this time on a known but neglected source of tenth-century 
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history. The ’Emi ti t&v BouAyépwv oupPdoe is neglected because of its obscurity. 
J. has, with dazzling briluance, provided the crucial chaps. 11 to 17 with a 
translation and commentary. The solutions proposed for some of the main 
difficulties do not convince me. I have not always an alternative to propose, 
but as I draw, from my more fragmentary one, historical conclusions which 
are not possible with J.’s interpretation it is up to me at least to make clear 
how I reach them.”’ 

What are Mrs. Karlin-Hayter’s objections to the interpretations and identi- 
fications given by Jenkins? First, the identification of Jeroboam, mentioned 
in the text, with the Byzantine general Leo Phocas. Mrs. Karlin-Hayter 
objects that “‘Jeroboam seems to be put on a level with Solomon, in other 
words to be an emperor. Same impression given by what follows, 51& thv tév 
vewtépov Bova. It is the emperor’s counselors one would expect to tear the 
flock. A suitable emperor is there, Alexander, Leo’s brother and immediate 
successor accused elsewhere of superseding his brother’s men by favorites of 
his own. This reference to the ‘counsel of the young men’ suggests that not 
Jeroboam but Rehoboam was meant. Rehoboam ‘forsook the counsel of the 
old men, which they had given him, and consulted with the young men that 
were grown up with him and which stood before him’ (I Ki 12,8).”’ The 
objection is worth considering. 

The second observation made by Mrs. Karlin-Hayter concerns the titles 
given by the Anonymous to the Bulgarian rulers. She recalls!*> that, according 
to Jenkins, ‘“‘Symeon is here correctly styled Archon since at the outbreak of 
hostilities he was not yet crowned emperor.’’!86 On this assertion she notes: 
‘Nowhere in the homily have I found Symeon called BaoiteUs. The Bacirsis 
Sixoyvapovouvtas have made peace in the person of Peter, thus, whether the 
author of the homily gives Symeon different ranks at different dates or not, 
here the Bulgarian sovereign had to be Baoitevs.”’ In addition, she points out 
that Jenkins accepted Ostrogorsky’s interpretation of the passage on Symeon’s 
coronation,’®’ and comments: ‘‘The passage is certainly of extreme interest, 
and there is no need to insist on the importance of the conclusions J. has 
drawn. One should not, however, forget that ‘extreme discretion’ means that 
identifying what is meant may be rather a subjective process, and, secondly, 
that Ostrogorsky’s elucidation was rejected by Délger.’!#8 Before attempting 
to give a better explanation of the passage in question, she first quotes it; 
then she proceeds to confute Jenkins: ‘‘My feeling is that the orator who, 
in an official oration in the presence of Romanus Lecapenus, described the 
patriarchal efivriptarion as a ‘helmet of darkness’ might find he had been 
too witty by half. Less sacred, perhaps, than imperial vestments, the patri- 
archal wardrobe was no subject for jokes except with the likes of Michael 
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the Drunkard.’’!8° Moreover, she does not agree with Jenkins that the third 
6 5¢ refers to the Patriarch: “It is hard to imagine this being said of Nicholas 
in any circumstances. ..’’ That would be in contradiction with several passages 
of the homily conceived in praise of the Emperor Romanus Lecapenus. So it 
seems more likely that here the Emperor Leo VI is intended. “‘J. suggests 
that this sentence about honouring peace and being honoured by her applies 
to Symeon. Neither historically nor in the framework of the homily does he 
seem to me a possible candidate.’’!*° Moreover, the expression of the Anony- 
mous ‘‘the [imperial] brother’’ is interpreted by Jenkins as indicating Symeon; 
Karlin-Hayter finds this interpretation “‘surely a little strained.’’ However, 
she is not sure about the identification, for she declares: ‘“‘the brother, who- 
ever he may be, ovvatroixetou leaving to the child (Constantine, by common 
consent] the sceptre and a regency council....’’ Following her suggestion, we 
must accept the possibility that the Emperor Alexander is meant here, and 
that the “child” could only be the young Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus. 
A‘s regards the expression todas (épdwyas)...1Tpocpévoucav, she has this to say: 
“with or without the proposed emendations, I admit that I do not see what 
the author is driving at, but I can discover no element here that helps or 
hinders identification.’’"44 Her conclusion then is that the first and third 6 &€ 
indicate ‘“‘the same person, Leo.’”’ But she adds: ‘‘A serious obstacle to the 
identifications I propose would, it is true, arise if the homily said that on 
Leo’s death vainglory and ambition swept into the heart of the Archon. But 
in fact it simply says ‘Our affairs flourished once, under Leo, and all was 
happiness, but misfortune had to come and evil to prevail and at once the 
torrent of vainglory swept into the heart of the Archon.’ This is slightly 
different.”’ | 

Let us now look into Mrs. Karlin-Hayter’s analysis of the text. She finds 
“very attractive’ emending the term ovvedptous, found in the MS, to ouvdpxous, 
as Uspenskij proposed. Jenkins, however, accepted the reading of the MS and 
translates: ‘‘called for fellow-celebrants and proposed the confirmation of the 
covenant.” To explain her interpretation of the text, Karlin-Hayter offers 
other considerations as well. The Bulgarian King Symeon demanded obeisance 
as emperor, as is evident from a letter of the Patriarch Nicholas.142 The fact 
that he turned to the Patriarch with this demand permits us to assume that 
he had made the same demand earlier of Emperor Leo: “‘Leo rejected it. But 
at the same time he managed to prevent war breaking out. In fact it did not 
break out under Alexander either.”’ 

Speaking of the two studies on the problem of Symeon’s coronation in 
913, that of G. Ostrogorsky and that of Délger, she has some objections to 
make on several points. Of the two versions describing the event—that of 
Symeon Logothete (Greek text and Slavic translation) and that of John 
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Skylitzes—she finds that the latter is to be preferred as being ‘‘the most 
reliable’ and “‘a coherent whole.’’ Comparing the two versions, she empha- 
sizes the following: It is clear, first, that “Skylitzes depends for this period 
almost exclusively on the Logothete’’ but has tried to clarify the “‘obscurities’’ 
and so his account appears “‘more lucid.’’ In this passage, too, she says that 
the ‘‘broad basis is the Logothete chronicle.’’ Paying special attention to the 
difference between the Logothete and Skylitzes, she comes to the conclusion 
that “we are not in presence of two sources but of two variants of the same 
source. What did [the original source] say? That Symeon was introduced into 
the palace to eat with the emperor, or Symeon’s sons? It is, of course, impos- 
sible to give a certain answer, but I find the consistency of the earlier tradition, 
including the Slavic versions, impressive. And if Skylitzes is right, what 
happened to our older witnesses? Early enough to affect the various families 
of the text, Symeon fell out of the company admitted into the palace of 
Blachernae, through a scribe’s carelessness or a deliberate altering of the text. 
I insist on the text, because it is a common text that lies behind both variants, 
and one of them merely represents a deformation of it.’’!* This text is old, 
but not so old as to be dated with any likelihood to the time of Patriarch 
Nicholas. However this may be, two sure points have emerged from the 
previous discussion: “1. that we are not faced with two sources but with two 
variants of one source; 2. that one of these variants is met with exclusively 
in all the older families of the text [all those, at least, that are readily acces- 
sible], while the other is only represented by a very late tributory of a member 
of one of these families [Theophanes Continuatus].”’ 

Having stated that foreign sovereigns very rarely were allowed to enter the 
Byzantine capital, especially during a period of war,* Mrs. Karlin-Hayter 
then raises the question of whether Symeon was admitted into Constantinople 
and wonders what hostages could be found to make him feel safe. Here she 
discusses the different hypotheses put forward by Zlatarski, Ostrogorsky, 
Délger, and Jenkins on the subject of Symeon’s coronation. As ‘“‘corrobo- 
ratory circumstances’’ to Délger’s hypothesis, she notes that the “Slav 
Logothete twice refers to Symeon as czar..., thereafter reverting to knjaz.”’ 

After mentioning that the Slavic translation of the Chronicle of the 
Logothete “‘is not earlier than 948,” Mrs. Karlin-Hayter declares that ‘‘his 
[i.e., the translator’s] sensitivity to titulature is both overprecise and not 
precise enough: he should not have used the title before the coronation. But 
on the other hand, why, if he was so precisely informed, did he not make the 
episode a little clearer for the interested Bulgarian reader? Because, I think, 
for him the term czar had a past, sketchily apprehended rather than precisely 
charted.’’146 

I cannot agree with this explanation given by Mrs. Karlin-Hayter. When 
turning to the evidence of the medieval Bulgarian translation of the Chronicle 
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of Symeon Logothete, especially to that concerning the ruler’s titles, one must 
take into consideration the fact that this old Bulgarian translation dates 
from a later period, namely, from the fourteenth century. The translator, 
moreover, does not translate titles precisely but adapts his text in view of 
making it more accessible and comprehensible to his readers. Therefore, the 
evidence of the medieval Slavic translation of the Chronicle is, in this respect, 
only of limited value. It is also possible that it was a later copyist, and not 
the translator himself, who introduced certain changes in the official termi- 
nology. Thus, one must be very cautious in drawing conclusions based on 
these passages of the Chronicle in its Slavic translation. 

As to Ostrogorsky’s study, Mrs. Karlin-Hayter has this to object:1* “It is 
suggested that there is a complete change in the tone of Nicolas’ letters after 
August 913. This is perhaps a little misleading. In spite of the prayers and 
entreaties, the circumlocutions and confusion, and even the absence of the 
word archon, Nicolas’ letter 8 is not a general lamentation on the insatiability 
of man, but another lesson on the impiety of trying to overthrow the order 
established by God and seize by violence titles and honours He has ordained 
for others....’’ After quoting several passages from this letter of the Patriarch, 
she concludes: “In short, one cannot prove that there was no coronation in 
913, but no source says there was, only that Symeon would have liked one 
but got instead a benediction and a scarf laid on his head. The coronation is 
the imaginative interpretation of a cryptic remark, supporting evidence is 
doubtful while, on the other hand, there are undoubted objections to it.’’148 

Thus she refuses to believe that the passage describes the coronation of the 
Bulgarian ruler by the head of the Constantinopolitan Church and attempts 
to explain the significance of the ceremony in a different way. Turning to the 
interpretation proposed by Délger, she is inclined to accept that here are 
“essential features of an official spiritual adoption,’’!4® which is to be under- 
stood as the admission into the Byzantine “family of princes and peoples’: 
she leaves, however, other difficulties unresolved. After quoting a long passage 
of Délger’s study of the event, Mrs. Karlin-Hayter analyzes certain expressions 
of paragraph 13 and declares:4° ‘“[Paragraph] 13 alludes in my opinion to 
relations between Symeon and Leo VI. The ‘helmet of Hades’ is the usual 
metaphoric headgear, never inappropriate to Symeon. What lies behind the 
allusion to the Senate escapes me.’ In my opinion, Mrs. Karlin-Hayter’s 
explanation is refuted by the well-known historical evidence. She affirms: 
‘The actual information to be drawn from this part of the oration seems to be 
that already under Leo VI Symeon was claiming the title of BaoiAeUs and 
asking for tpockuvnors from ‘Pewyoio.”’ After quoting the sentence that follows, 
"H Peay t19els TO TrepivonSév cor SidSnua tpooKkuvntds xe Tos cuvedptous, she goes 
on to explain: “[an] opposition, as Jenkins points out, between the trpookuvntat 
he could not have, the ‘Peyaio:, and those he could, described as his ouvedpTtous.”’ 
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If we accept the hypothesis that Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus staged, in 913, 
a sham coronation of Symeon, the passage quoted by Jenkins would be clear. 
Also, the Bulgarian King was crowned, only briefly, not with the real imperial 
crown, but with a fake diadem and had as “‘worshippers’’ only those present 
at the ceremony, not the subjects of the Empire. The so-called “‘coronation’’ 
of Symeon is made to appear as a farce, or, at least, the Anonymous, together 
with some other Byzantine authors, tried to present post factum as a farce a 
ceremony which had actually taken place, with the intention of minimizing 
its real significance. 

Mrs. Karlin-Hayter considers other points in the text of the sermon. She 
disagrees with Jenkins’ translation, “denouncing the secret agreement with 
Symeon,’ which she thinks interprets too freely the Greek ouxopavtotvtas T& 
Tou Kp&tous dmréppnta; and as a matter of fact, the exact translation of this phrase 
is: ‘‘those who are denouncing the secrets of the Empire [or: of the Emperor].”’ 
As regards the interpretation of ‘‘those who played Jeremiah and Isaiah to 
him,’’ she quotes Jer. I: 15-19 with its reference to the kingdoms of the North 
and the gates of Jerusalem. On the term tapaotisavtas (and also ouv9eis) she 
notes:15! “This would deservedly lose a schoolboy a mark, but the author not 
only knows Greek but writes educated Greek with all the literary Byzantine’s 
excessive fondness for verbal tricks.’’ She reminds us further that the Anony- 
mous uses “‘irreprochably” this expression at the end of paragraph 20, ‘‘so 
that a lapse so patent seems hardly possible.’’ And she adds: ‘‘Perhaps it is, 
on the contrary, a piece of wordplay whose subtlety escapes us.’’ Analyzing 
single terms and expressions, Mrs. Karlin-Hayter finds that ‘‘the account of 
the meeting between Symeon and Romanus] is full of details that concord 
with the account of the chronicler.’’5? As a parallel text she quotes only one 
passage from Theophanes Continuatus (ed. Bonn, 407 line 12ff.); but I should 
like to point out that the similarities are easy to explain if we accept that 
the author of both works—the Homily and this part of the Continuatio Theo- 
phanis—was one and the same person—that is, Theodore Daphnopates. She 
then quotes that phrase of our sermon where it is said that Symeon ToAA& 
Hev BapBapileyv, Agia S& codoKilwv.... This assertion of the Anonymous, she 
says, represents “perhaps a counterblast to the flattering term of tuwapyds 
applied to Symeon according to the Antapodosis” of Liutprand of Cremona. 
The contradiction between the two historical sources has been pointed out 
before; its explanation, however, is unconvincing. Is one to see here a rhe- 
torical exaggeration, deliberately directed against the Bulgarian ruler, or is a 
different interpretation possible? Mrs. Karlin-Hayter suggests that ‘‘the barba- 
risms and solecisms could be moral ones: the low jokes with which Symeon 
began the interview” with Romanus Lecapenus, as is indicated by Nicholas 
Mysticus.!*? The first interpretation of this phrase, however, seems to me more 
likely. 
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The suggestion concerning the translation of the phrase si yap 16 é€ AtyUtrtou 
Taparteitar oiSijpiov is interesting: ‘‘For if He [God] rejects the iron from 
Egypt, how shall He rejoice in a bloody hand?”’ 

Finally, let us quote the conclusion reached by Mrs. Karlin-Hayter as the 
result of her detailed and careful analysis: ‘The author of the homily has 
been the object of much speculation but never backed up by arguments as 
precise and solid as the two quotations produced by J. We can now hardly 
doubt that the author of books I-IV and VI of Theoph. Cont. is responsible 
for the homily, whether or not he was Daphnopates. J. writes: ‘I thought 
Sestakov’s proofs were not quite convincing: and I still think that, in them- 
selves, they are not.’ To them must now be added the suitability of Daph- 
nopathes, ‘the friend and protasekretis of Romanus J and the author of 
Romanus’ letters to Symeon,’ as author of the homily. J. seems to have built 
up a very strong case. This double identification is capital for assessing the 
reliability of the homily. Though differing considerably when it comes to its 
interpretation, I agree with J. that it is a source of a very high order, and 
I feel that detailed discussion can only further understanding of it.” 


The present study was begun some years ago; certain circumstances, how- 
ever, delayed its publication. In the meantime there appeared a detailed 
article in Greek by the young Byzantinist Mrs. Alkmene Stauridou-Zafraka, 
under the title “The Anonymous Sermon ‘On the Peace with the Bulgarians’. ’’154 
This article deserves our special attention. In the introductory part Mrs. 
Stauridou-Zafraka endeavors to throw new light on some fundamental prob- 
lems concerning the anonymous work. She begins by describing Codex Vat. 
gr. 483, which contains the sermon. Relying on Uspenskij and Devreesse, she 
offers only a few general indications. The notes made by Hase in the Biblio- 
theque Nationale!®* are known to her, it seems, only indirectly, through 
Uspenskij’s reference. On the marginal glosses to the text of the sermon, she 
agrees with Jenkins that they were written by the copyist of our text, hence, 
that they date from the thirteenth-fourteenth century; they could have been 
copied from an older protocopy, but in no case could they have been written 
by the author of the sermon itself. 

As to the date of this literary work Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka believes that 
the correct one is the almost generally accepted date 927, when the Byzantine 
Empire and Bulgaria concluded the peace treaty. She discusses further the 
question whether the sermon was in fact delivered in public or not. According 
to Jenkins it was pronounced in the imperial palace, while Mrs. Stauridou- 
Zafraka subscribes to Uspenskij’s opinion that it was delivered in one of the 
churches in Constantinople. 

The most important problem, however, is that of the authorship of the 
sermon, and Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka analyzes the four main hypotheses put 
forward in the studies in which the matter is discussed and in which the 
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sermon is variously attributed to: 1. the Patriarch of Constantinople, Nicholas 
Mysticus; 2. the patrician Nicetas Magistros; 3. Arethas; 4. the writer Theodore 
Daphnopates. After a careful analysis she rejects all the suggestions made by 
previous scholars. The authorship of Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus is improb- 
able because of chronological incongruity: if we accept 927 as the date of the 
sermon, the Patriarch, who died in May 925, could not have been its author; 
moreover, no convincing linguistic and stylistic analogies can be traced 
between the letters of Nicholas Mysticus!*® and the sermon. It was the French 
Byzantinist J. Darrouzés, who came to the conclusion that the author of the 
sermon must have been the patrician Nicetas Magistros, a close relative of 
the Emperor Romanus I Lecapenus.’®’ The literary activity of Nicetas is 
fairly well known: he wrote in all probability the Life of Saint Theoctiste of 
Lesbos!®® and thirty-one epistles.°* However, when about 927 Nicetas Magis- 
tros was suspected of treason, he lost the favor of the Emperor and was 
exiled. The author of the sermon was in all likelihood a person of importance . 
in Constantinople toward the end of 927 or the beginning of 928, when the 
sermon was delivered, so he could hardly be identified with a man who at that 
very time was suspected of plotting against the Emperor and had fallen in 
disgrace. In any case, Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka characterizes briefly the cor- 
respondence of Nicetas as being essentially different from the style and con- 
tents of our text. 

Neither does Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka find convincing the hypothesis ad- 
vanced by the late Russian Byzantinist M. Sangin!® that the author of the 
sermon was the Metropolitan of Caesarea, Arethas. She completely agrees with 
L. G. Westerink’s statement that there is ‘‘7n ea [oratione de pace] nihil quod 
Arethae proprium sit,’’181 

Finally she subjects to criticism the hypothesis, first proposed by me and 
accepted as correct by Jenkins, Mrs. Karlin-Hayter, and Westerink, that the 
author of the sermon was Theodore Daphnopates. After giving some bio- 
graphical data on this Byzantine personage, she concludes that the arguments 
offered in favor of this theory are not sufficient. The comparative analysis 
of Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka is restricted to analogies between the vocabulary 
and phraseology of the sermon and the correspondence of Theodore Daphno- 
pates on the one hand, and the works of Arethas and the text of the so- 
called Theophanes Continuatus on the other.1® In spite of the fact that the 
analogies with the works of Arethas are, in her opinion, more numerous as 


798 For the new critical edition of the Greek text and the English translation by R. J. H. Jenkins 
and L. G. Westerink, see supra, note 30. Cf. Stauridou-Zafraka, op. cit., 351-52. 

197 J. Darrouzés, ‘‘Inventaire des épistoliers byzantins du Xe siécle,”” REB, 18 (1960), 126. Cf. 
Stauridou-Zafraka, op. cit., 352-53. 

168 BHGS, ed. F. Halkin, II, 270, nos. 1723~24. 

199 Nicétas Magistros, Lettres d’un exilé (928-946), ed. and trans. L. G. Westerink (Paris, 1973). 

160 See supra, note 77. Cir. Stauridou-Zafraka, op. cit., 353 ff. 

#1 L. G. Westerink, Arethae scripta minora, II, Teubner (1972), p. ixff. Cf. Stauridou-Zafraka, 
op. cit., 353 ff. 

162 Stauridou-Zafraka, op. cit., 358 ff. 
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compared to those with the works of Theodore Daphnopates and “‘Theophanes 
Continuatus,’’ she has to admit that there is no sufficient evidence for attribut- 
ing the authorship to Arethas with any certainty. 

At the end of her analysis Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka comes to the conclusion 
that to none of the above-mentioned writers could the authorship of the 
sermon be ascribed. So she goes back to the first editor of the sermon, 
Uspenskij, who preferred to consider it an anonymous work and whose opinion 
Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka shares—as indeed she clearly implies in the very title 
of her study. 

“Within the text of the sermon,’ writes Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka, ‘‘one finds 
only a few allusions to the author’s personality; moreover, they are often 
obscure.’ If we accept as concrete and reliable the allusions in paragraph 3, 
then it follows that the author of this literary work was ‘‘a member of the 
ecclesiastical hierarchy, that he was connected with the imperial court, and 
that he belonged to some literary circle.”’ 

Next, she concisely examines the contents of the sermon, emphasizing 
the moments which are most significant from a historical point of view. The 
complete text is then reproduced,!* and identifications of the quotations and 
allusions are given, together with the variae lectiones from the Vatican MS 
and previous editions of the text, and the proposed emendations (especially 
those of Kurtz and Jenkins). Compared with the text established by Jenkins 
and myself and given in the present edition, the divergencies are only few. 
As to the identification of the numerous quotations and allusions, Mrs. Stauri- 
dou-Zafraka is able to enrich here and there the indications of the previous 
editions, thanks especially to some more recent publications. Of particular 
interest is her commentary to the text,!® which is examined from a historical 
and philological angle. Certain interpretations and explanations differ from, 
and sometimes are even the opposite of, our own. 


Considering all the publications we have discussed, especially after the study 
of Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka, one might well question the necessity of a new 
edition of the sermon. But to my mind not all problems connected with this 
literary work have been definitively solved; not all doubts have been cleared. 
To begin with, it is necessary to bring out fully the importance of our text 
as a historical and literary document connected with some decisive events in 
the life of the Byzantine Empire during the tenth century. It must be admitted 
that the accurate interpretation of the contents of this literary work is 
particularly difficult. The author of the oration does not express his thoughts 
in simple language, as is the case with other Byzantine writers, but resorts to 
allusions, images, and vague indications, which no doubt were intelligible to 
his listeners who were contemporaries with the events alluded to. Today’s 
scholars flounder in the midst of the rhetorical language. 


163 Thid., 360-62. 
164 Toid., 363-80. 
165 Thid., 380-404. 
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The text as presented by Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka is satisfactorily edited. 
But to her study, which is published in Greek, a translation of the sermon 
in one of the more commonly known modern European languages should 
have been added. This omission is redressed by the English translation made 
by the late Romilly Jenkins which is included in the present edition. The 
bibliographical data of Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka is incomplete, various contribu- 
tions on the subject were either not known or inaccessible to her. This fact 
must necessarily have had some influence on the author in limiting her grasp 
of the problems concerning the oration. 

There is no need to repeat here the arguments against the attribution of 
the work to Nicholas Mysticus, Nicetas Magistros, or Arethas of Caesarea, for 
this was briefly but convincingly disposed of by Mrs. Stauridou-Zafraka. But 
then who among the other writers of the first half of the tenth century was 
the most likely author of this sermon? In all probability this writer was 
Theodore Daphnopates. Let us recall what we know about the main facts of 
his life. The dates of his birth and death are not known. What is known is 
that he lived during the reign of the Emperor Romanus I Lecapenus (920-44) 
or, rather, of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (913-59) and his son Roma- 
nus IT (959-63), and that he occupied an important position in the civil 
hierarchy. During the initial years of the reign of Romanus I Lecapenus, in 
all probability in 925, Theodore Daphnopates was appointed mystikos (con- 
fidential secretary) to the Emperor, with the honorary title of magistros. 
While in this office, he wrote a number of official letters in the name of the 
Emperor. It is accepted by scholars that the letters of Romanus I Lecapenus 
addressed to the Bulgarian Czar Symeon between the years 925 and 926166 
were actually written by Theodore Daphnopates:!*? ‘‘Diktat: Theodoros 
Daphnopates” (Délger); ‘“Verfasst wahrscheinlich von Theodoros Daphno- 
pates’’ (Moravcsik). We know, moreover, that Theodore Daphnopates com- 
posed some literary works. In all probability he is the author of a Life of 
St. Theodore the Studite.1*° He also composed a selection of the sermons of 
St. John Chrysostom.'® Further, to him is attributed Book VI of ‘‘Theo- 
phanes Continuatus,” which contains the history of Byzantium under the 
Emperor Leo VI (886-912), his brother Alexander (912-13), Constantine VII 
Porphyrogenitus, and Romanus I Lecapenus, and includes also the first years 
of the reign of Romanus II. This comprises the period from 886 to 963. He 
was probably also the editor of the entire ‘“Theophanes Continuatus.’’!”° Some 


166 For bibliographical references, see Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, 502-3. 

187 Délger, Regesten (supra, note 9), 74-75, nos. 606-608. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, 502. Cf. 
also D. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth. Eastern Europe, 500-1453 (London, 1971), 116: ‘‘The 
Bulgarian peace treaty of 927 was celebrated in an oration delivered in the same year in the palace, 
probably by Theodore Daphnopates, a high imperial official and the author of Romanus’ letters to 
Symeon.” 

168 BHG$, II, 279, no. 1755. 

169 S. Lambros, in Neos Hellenomnemon, 1 (1904), 186. Stauridou-Zafraka, op. cit., 354. For other 
references on the literary activity of Theodoros Daphnopates, see Beck, op. cit. (supra, note 10), 
552-53, 551, 484. Krumbacher, 151 § 3, 161, 170, 348, 367, 399, 459. Runciman, The Emperor Romanus 
Lecapenus (supra, note 24), 2. 

170 Moravesik, Byzantinoturcica, 540 ff. 
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scholars even go so far as to consider him the author of Books I-IV of that 
work.47 As Jenkins pointed out,!” it is possible to find many analogies 
between the text of ‘‘Theophanes Continuatus’’ and those works whose 
author is beyond all doubt Theodore Daphnopates. As I have mentioned 
above, it is my hope to publish in the near future a special comparative 
linguistic study in support of the claim that Theodore Daphnopates is indeed 
the author of the sermon. 


171 Cf. Stauridou-Zafraka, op. cit., 354 and note 45. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, 542 ff. 
172 Jenkins, ‘“The Classical Background of the Scriptores post Theophanem’’ (supra, note 128), 13ff.; 
reprinted in tdem, Studies (supra, note 128). 
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Me — corr. Mercati Us — legit, corr. Uspenskij 
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ETT! THI TWN BOYAPAPQN ZYMBAZEI 


1. Efpynv tuvotpev, evppdavSnte eiptynv &o’ Uyous,t 
oKiptyoate eiptvnv él tas trdAEIs Ziev,? ai Suyatépes ‘lepoucaAty? 
ouyyopevoate, dAaAdEaTE GULMavas T&A TrvOT}* dco1 TE YSés ETPUYO- 
yeSa, Kal 6oo1 oNUEpoV aveKANSnTEe STI TrpocEoyeEV eionvn Tois UTropeE- 
VOUCTY AUT Kal ElSev ISoUca Ty KdKOOOIV TOU AcoU aUTis: 6T1 ev5dKn- 
oev él Thy TOV TaTre1vOv TrpoceuytY Kai Tous év &Suuia TreTreSUEVOUS 
Ebpucoato. 6 aiSip otaAafdtw yAuKacydy,® kai of Bouvol d&yaAAiaotv,® 
Kai vétrar Kai trotapyol ovyKpoteitwoav.’ St1 & TéAEUOS TreTTOAgL~OTAI 
Kai vevikntai, Kai él tay dvaotnua Kal Gyoua yijs KaT& Tis ExSpas 
foravtai TpdTraia. ef Tis piAdveiKos,® ef Tis MiAaitios, exywpelteo’ d&véoTth 
yap eipryvn Kal SiacxopticSitwoav of ExSpoi avtijs, Kai Knpou Sixnv 
&k Trupds ExAITIeTWCAU’? ot yap pT) SedonTal SdEav efpryns Supa Bédoxa- 
vov,10 # Urép tov LeSexiav &uaupwdStjoetai.4t Epa por Tas papétpas 
BAEtraov eis dpoTtpa, Kai Tas CiPUvas eis Spétrava, Kal TredoSes, Kai yap 
év TrvEUNOTI, STI OU Lt) UcSaoev Et1 TroAcuetv.l2 h WWE KaTa TOv EcitrévTA 
TrpoeKowe, Kal atTH as Ewopdpos AcAOULEVES aq’ USaTos trpoéKuWE TOV 
dpilovta.!® érerySapev trods Thy Aduwiv adtiis Kal TH poti avis 
UtTravrnowpev. OT1 Coot) év TH Sebi avtijs Kal Ti dpioteps etlwta 
Trpoteivetar, dro Siadiatos autiis euppoovvn Kxai 1) pSIoyyi avriis 
Savatou KaT&Avols. 


2. Tlou por tocotrtov, & Sefa kal KAroe: Kal Todyuari, 
Trpodietpipes; Trou por Sixa Td&v odv ouveSpiales; 7 Kal ov AcuKois 
KOAUWOHEVN XITOoIv, ws Afyouolv, St1 TO év Aiv uloos éuionoas, 
cveTrtepEeo Trpds “OAuutrov;!4 Uirép tov é&k TpIKUUlas SpyoV EpiAhIns 
TWiv, UTep TOV EK XIOVOS aVEpEAOV AIOV. ScoVv EudKpUVas dq’ Hudv Kal 
TNVAI Ins exkAivaca tf “Axeciou ceArvn, Kai ovSayou T& téTepa 6 


2-3 Eiphynv vuvotpev...cxiptioate VMeJk: Elpivn do’ twous, 
oxlptioarte. eipryvnv Uuvouuev, etppdvTnte Us || 4 yopetoate Us || 
5-6 Utropévouc: Us || 16 troAeueiv corr. Jk: troAtuwv Us 


1 Cf. Eccl. 12:5. SEZ. 327. 

2 Num. 21:26-28; Jos. 13:10. ®° Ps. 67:2-3. 

3 Cant. 2:7; 3:5, etc. 10 Cf. Deut. 28:54~-56; Sir. 14:8. 

4 Ps. 65:1; 97:4; 150:6. 11 Jer. 52:11. 

> Amos 9:13; Joel 3:18. 12 Cf. Is. 2:4. 

6 Ps. 64:13. 13 Cf. Homerum, J]. 5.5-6; 23.226-28. 
7 Ps. 97:8. 14 Hesiodus, Op. 197-200. 


1° Diogenianus Epicur. 1.57; Suidas, Suidae Lexicon T 512 (ed. Adler, III, 541); 
cf. E. L. Leutsch et F. G. Schneidewin, Corpus Paroemiographorum Graecorum 
(Gottingen, 1839; reprint, Hildesheim, 1965), I, 189-90. 
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1. We sing of peace, and be ye glad! Of peace 
from on high, and do ye leap for joy! Peace upon the cities 
of Sion, and do ye dance together, ye daughters of Jerusalem! 
Let all that have breath cry aloud in unison, as many of us 
as were yesterday afflicted and are redeemed today: foras- 
much as peace hath regarded them who waited upon her, 
and hath seen with her eye the tribulation of her people: 
forasmuch as she hath approved the prayer of the humble 
and delivered those that were fettered in despondency! Let 
the sky distil sweetness and the mountains joyfulness, let 
the vales and rivers clap their hands together; forasmuch 
as war has been warred upon and defeated, and upon every 
rising and elevated ground stand trophies erected over enmity. 
If there be any lover of strife, any contentious man, let him 
stand away: for peace has arisen, and let her enemies be 
scattered and be melted like wax by the fire: for the eye of 
envy shall not behold the glory of peace or that eye shall be 
dimmed more than Zedekiah. See with prophetic eye our 
quivers turned into ploughshares and our spears into sickles, 
and add, in spiritual exaltation, “we will no longer learn to 
make war!’’ The night, in the poet’s words, is far advanced, 
and she, like Lucifer bathed in the waters, has emerged above 
the horizon. Let us hasten toward her brightness and salute 
her light, forasmuch as life is proffered in her right hand and 
prosperity in her left, cheerfulness shines from her diadem, 
and her voice is the doing away of death. 


2. Where, o holy one in name and deed, hast 
thou tarried so long until now? Where hast thou sat in 
counsel apart from thine own? Or didst thou, clad, as they 
say, in white garments, fly up to Olympus, because thou 
hatedst the hatred among us? Thou wast loved by us above 
the haven from the tempest, above the sun undimmed by 
snow clouds. For so long as thou wast far from us and 
dwelledst apart like the blue moon of Akesios, and our state 


Ed. Note: The reader will find a few minor discrepancies between this 
translation and the text. These occur because the late Romilly J. H. Jenkins 
finished his translation before Professor Dujéev completed his critical edition. 
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"Ev8uploov é€ Grrvoul’ kai 1 ontryud [é]mrelopeSar pete Trévtopos elyov 
eltreiv TO &Sduevov, kal TH Kpofoou tradi!” cuvectynoa peta Tou év 
AwSavn yodxeiou,!§ Kai ixStav d&pevdtepos!® yéyova. Kal yap To 
"laxaB ouvijAynoa thy wuyxiv? Kal trotapous SaKpvwv2! Karhyayov. 
OU TOV yxITGva Siewevopevois AuIpois iSav, ovSE Tov CO vta vexpdv 
dSupouevos, ovSE Triotevoas Tois dratd&oiv, GAAK TOUS treTTOINPEVOUS 
QUTOUS, TOUS aIqous, Tous c&vaiTious SiaTeTyNLEVOUS Spdv Kal pELo- 
Avopévous év afpati. vai St) Kal TH ‘lepepig2? ouyKéyuuar TO mrvevLa Kal 
OuvTeTapayHal Tas Tis Zidv Suyatépas?® TeYeauévos, Tas Tipias, Tas 
é&treiSeis, TAS Olov dotépas Kal dpSaApous Siactpatrrovoas Tois Trépact, 
TIV TpOTEPAY TrepinpTNLEVas eUTTpETTEIAV, dITHUMIECHEVas Tov EauUTdV 
KOOHOV Kal KEINEevas TTA OUToY Te TOV TpopNnTiKdv Kal THv ‘Hpak- 
Aeitou tou €évou™4 SaxpUeov émcEiov. ofpor ST: yéyove kal dA 7] yi 
cKopatos Kai dkataoKxevaotos cite Tv 6pm@vtwv a&trévtwv — doikntov 
yap trav oixovpevov ote Tis Cofis TH Saveta xataro9elons — cite 
Tis TdeACU KaTAOKEUT|sS érrocKeUacIelons TH Traygdye Trupl” Kal Tois 
TrEAVELY, OS UNSE yiveOokelv TUds Stn yijs éovev Kal Stro1 PaSilouev. ols 
éT1 Kal vuv éyo Kalto1 Tis Trepiyapeias 5n KOAgds EvSNUOUONS oKOTO- 
51v6 Kai HAAolapar Kai Tou Tra9ous oUK étravépyoucn. 


3. "Hydp trrepBoaty dvias T& TroaySévta KaroAiptréver 
telyn KatnSagiopéeva, vaol trupaktoupevol, yapaxrijpes Selo: pAcydue- 
voi, iAaotipia KaTespippéva, fepeis ont TH Epovds doraydyevoi, Kel- 
UnAIa Sela ovAOUPEva, Kdyor Kal ydpor Kateotpappévan, Kal Et1 Trpds 
TOUTOIS TTOAIG KarTouKiCopévn, Gepos Jepilopévn véotns, Trap9éveov alScos 
a&vaidas eAxopuévn, TO ouyyevis Sryalduevov, xal cuvdarws eiteiv, Te 
Svnoipaia tév dofwv Kupiou xuol Kai Kédpativ sAcpia Keipéva.2” tis 


28 post & Urvou lac. susp. Jk || 36-37 tds tTinias.. .dp9aAuOUs V: 
Tas Te Bias Tas crreiSeis. . .dpS90ANoUs leg. Us tois Biaotais d&rreiSeis 
Tas olov doTEpas ToUs SpSoiAuoUs corr. Us |f 37 S:acTpatrrovcas V: 
Siactpagetoos conl. Jk || 40-41 f yi ddpartos Kal dxortacKsvactos 
cite T&v dpmvtwv VKu: dvipotos...tadv d&potvtwy coni. Us | 
Al cite tév: tte tév leg. Us || 53 &Adpia corr. Us: SAAdpia V 


16 Zenobius III.76: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, I, 75. 17 Herodotus 1.34. 

18 Homerus, Ji. 5.785-86; Zenobius V1.5: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, I, 162 
et D. K. Karathanasis, Sprichwérter und sprichwortliche Redensarten des Alter- 
tums ... (Munich, 1936), 49-50. 

19 Theoph. Cont. (Bonn. ed.), 102, 13; 1. Dujéev, Iz starata biilgarska kniznina 
(Sofia, 1944), II, 310. 

20 Gen. 37: 24-35. 22 Jer. 9:1. 

1 Cf. Lam. 2:18; Dujéev, SBN, 4 (1935), 135. 23 Ts. 3:16. 

#4 The Greek philosopher of the sixth century B.c.; E. Wellmann, RE, VIII, 
coll. 504-8: ‘‘als ewig weinenden Philosophen’’; Lucianus, Vitarum auctio 14. 

25 Euripides, Medea 1187. 26 Cf. I Regn. 14:3. 

47 Cf. III Regn. 20 (21):24; IV Regn. 9:10, 36; Lucianus, Tim. 8. 
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knew, like Endymion, no awakening, and we were crushed 
down in squalor, then was I like one who speaks — as the 
proverb says — with Stentor, then was I silent as the son 
of Croesus with the gong of Dodona and became more voice- 
less than fishes. For I was grieved in soul like Jacob and 
shed tears in rivers. The garment I saw was defiled with no 
imaginary filthinesses; the dead whom I bewailed was no 
living man; they were no deceivers in whom I put my trust. 
It was my beloved ones themselves, the innocent, the harm- 
less, whom I saw quartered and befouled with blood. Yea, 
and with Jeremiah I was confused and troubled in spirit at 
sight of the daughters of Sion, the honorable, the inflexible, 
their starry eyes contorted in every direction, shorn of their 
former modesty, stripped of their decent apparel, and lying 
corpses which would have moved the tears of the prophet 
or of the pagan Heracleitus. Alas that the land should once 
more lie uncared for and untilled, either because there was no 
one to care for it (for the whole habitation was uninhabited, 
so completely had life been swallowed up by death), or else 
because its former instruments had been ruined by all- 
devouring fire and axes, so that we could not even recognize 
in what region we were or whither we were going: at which, 
even now that joy has fairly come to dwell with us, I faint 
and turn pale and cannot put off my grief. 


3. In truth, what has been done leaves behind 
it an excess of anguish: walls demolished, temples burnt, 
holy pictures devoured by fire, sanctuaries thrown down, 
priests in their ephods carried away, holy treasures plundered, 
villages and towns destroyed: nay, what is more, old age 
tormented, unripe youth a prey to the sickle, virgin modesty 
abducted without shame, families disrupted, and, in general, 
the corpses of the Lord’s holy ones lying a prey to dogs and 


257 


258 


fol. 44 


55 


60 


65 


70 


75 


80 


85 


IVAN DUJGEV 


TaponaAntias, Tis oKoToptyns, tis TOV Spwovtwv dvoAynolas, tis 
cAyelvijls Thy Tracydvtwv KaKwoews. TO xeipov Et1, STI wt) GAAOYyeveis 
GAAOQUAOIS Unde GAAoyAwoools GAAdyAwooo, viol 8 tratpdo1 Kal 
&SeAqois &5eApol Kai tratépes viois dvtéothuev, EtravéotnuEev. TovTots, 
el xpi) KaT& Tov “Aoxpaiov’ eitreiv, ErrayveaSn yor pidov Kijp Kal ofSnpov 
SifjA9e, TO TOU WdAAOVTOS,” 1 KapSla pou, ds pt) SAeiv ér1 pe Civ Kal 
Spav Thy NAiou paispoTynta: Sti Sixa vdoou vooouwev dviata Kal Sixa 
TapaKoTrs TapaksTrTopev, Kal Sixa tis Aiyutrtiav &yAvos | é&xAuoU- 
usa yxelpova.29 Kal viv 6 “lopaA “lovSas Kal "Eppaip éyevoueda,3! cal 
SielAdueda tiv ovalav c&updtepoi, Kal of @iAo1 Kai of TAnofov éx9pav 
cotroviov yeyovayev c&otrovS6Tepo1. Kai TouTa §d6€ns tpocKaipou Kal 
oTEepavou yxapiv évos Kal ToUTOU TrepITTOU Tivos Kai éKalpou, Up’ ot Td 
Trav Gvw Kal Kato Se56vntar. Up’ oF Kal viv 6 SdAois te Kai weSd5oi15 
HOAIs TOV TraAcidov GvSpwrtrov dratijoas Kal Tis "ESév &rrootHhoas Tis 
olxoupévns dtrovntl Katwpyijoato.*? tovtois Siexdtr nv UTép Tov {Aty- 
ylaevta Tov Adyov kal 1) yAdook you TH Adpuyyi wou KexdAAnTar33 
OT1 OUVIKA Kal KaTEVoroa & UT) dere, ut}TE SiavonSivau, pryte yevéo San. 
Kal dotren Ta EuQwAcvovta tHv Lowy tais drrais Sic Tov KPULOV 
cuoTeAAOpEeva TO TEV Satravdso1 Kal éexmélouvoiv ws Apivi) Siavydoes 
TnEpa, OUT Kal atrtds EowSev ofov eitreiv EuauTOV KaTEd1\SoKa. évteUSev 
Kai 6 Ti por xdplev Evopileto KkarraréAortra’ ouvddous, ouAAoyous, duiAlas, 
Snunyopias, Bacidelous oxnvas, éotias, piAoTipias, cogdv ouvoucias, 
piAcAoyoov EmiptElas, Grav 6 ti puyiy Siaxéet Kai aioSnoiv. Kal Ka9drs 
VeTSv opodpdyv karapepopéveov kal dotparrdSyv TruKvésy trropaivopéveov 
KAoveitar TO Ta&V Kal TYaUpwta, olTw TréVIE1 Kal OTEVAYOIS KAOVOU- 
Uevos éEnTropnucr thy x95 HpoudTnta Succwtroupevos’ TeAeTas cylas, 
EopTas, ULvepdias, patopavelas, fepgov t&EeIs, atTov OUpavoy pILOUpE- 
vas Kal Tk ovpd&via. 


4.°AAN' olyou 16 Kpétos cyavoncteiv, étrel Kal elonvixed- 
Tatov Kal Alav piAdvSpwrrov Kal tT&v goptalopéveov trapaitiov, os él 
Tois palSpotépois éarréov Ta oKUIpwTrdTEpa. Kal yep Uroywpovoly HAlo 
oxial Kal eve€iais Sparretevouoi vécor TH Kops Ta olkela véuerv Avotl- 
TEAEOTEPOV, UNDE TreipsioSai ouvécyelv TH dvTiKEipeva — ywpls ta Muodv 


54 tapaTAnftias corr. Us: tapomAntias V || 56 undé corr. Us: ut 
S&V || 70 dpere corr. Us: dgeAe V || 76 571mg. V || 86 unde 
corr. Us: ut 88 V || Muodév corr. Us: MiSav V 


28 Hesiodus, Op. 358. $1 ITI Regn. 12:16 sqq. 
29 Ps. 104: 18. $2 Gen. 3:1 sqq. 
80 Cf. Exod. 10:21 sqq. 33 Ps. 21:16. 
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crows! What madness! What darkness! What cruelty in the 
doers, what pain and suffering for the victims! Worst of all, 
it was not a strife of foreigner against foreigner, of one 
tongue against another, but we were sons opposing and 
rebelling against fathers, brothers against brothers, fathers 
against sons! At this, to quote Hesiod, ‘“‘my blood runs cold”’; 
or, as the Psalmist says, ‘‘my heart passed through the iron,” 
so that I wish no more to live and see the brightness of the 
sun: forasmuch as without disease we are ailing incurably, 
without frenzy we run mad, and without the darkness of 
the Egyptians we are yet worse benighted. And now of 
Israel were we become Judah and Ephraem, and both were 
divided in substance, and friends and neighbors became 
more implacable than implacable foes. And all this for the 
sake of temporary glory and a single crown, itself one too 
many and untimely, whereby everything was convulsed from 
top to bottom, whereby, in our day, he who by deceit and 
practice only just succeeded in deceiving the old Adam and 
turning him out of Eden, has without effort triumphed over 
the inhabited world! At this my discourse was interrupted 
more than that of a vertiginous man, and my tongue clave 
to the roof of my mouth, for I experienced and came to 
know those things which should never have been thought 
on nor come to pass; and as those hibernating animals, pent 
in their holes because of the cold, spend and express all their 
substance until the day of spring dawns, so I too — so to say — 
fed within upon myself. From that time I abandoned what- 
ever seemed pleasant to me: companies, discussions, conversa- 
tions, orations, imperial ceremonies, entertainments, displays, 
converse with the learned and companionship with literary 
men — all that charms the mind and senses. And just as, 
when the rains fall in torrents and the lightning flashes 
thick, all is shaken and grows dark, so by grief and mourning 
was I shaken and amazed, being troubled for the delights of 
yesterday — the holy rites, the festivals, the psalmody, the 
feasts of lights, the priestly orders, that imitate the heaven 
itself and heavenly things. 


4. But I think His Majesty begins to be annoyed, 
since he is most peaceable and full of kindliness and the 
author of the triumphs we celebrate: so that the more dismal 
topics must give place to the more cheerful. For shadows 
give way before the sun, and diseases fly before good states 
of health. It is better to allot its own to the time, and not 
to try to bring opposites together (the “terms of Mysians 
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Kal Opuydv dépiouata®4 — xai yor SoKel Kal Alav elxdtos SioKeAcu- 
eoSai Kaye OULMevoY Exelv Kal Tois E€fjs TPOSULOTAaTOV. TAT} GAA’ STI 
T&yv a&nSeotépewv trpodictaPdvrooy f5utTepa ta yaplevta: étrel Kal perc 
yeltova yeipdva troSevotepov Eap, kal “lwonp iSiov peta Tov éATriC- 
Stvta dAeSpov,® kai peta Tov dtrétrAOUV, TO TOU WUSOU, TnAguaxos,36 
Kal *1Sdéan peta thy GAny,2? Kal werd Slyav ty, kal Ait | dxAuotos 
ueTa KaTaryiba Kal yupaTa. Kal GAAws, fva KaAdis TO KaKOV TeKUaIpd- 
HEvol AUTOU HEV TOV Epyoov KaTaylvwoKcEV Kal ds EvdaKdvTos Exews 
puAacowpeda’ pdBos yap BorSnua atrtocyédiov, Tois 5¢ KaAo!s foTé&- 
WEIa copartotepov’ aAleUs yap TAnyels vouv quel, KATA THY Trapol- 
ulav.38 1d ut) KwAUeov Et1 TH yelAN TmPdSpopos Ke Tis evpnuias Kal 
TO TTAPOY ETrAIVvEC~Y, Kai TO &rrOv &vaLVT}OOV, Kal TS UdcoV drreAty Ecov, 
Kal TO émiov GopadiodueEvos. 


5. To pév ov trapdév. SeUpd por Tras 6 Tév Ipdveov Kall 
& Tou Briwatos, of Tis exei9ev Uwnyoplas Kal Siaté&&eas, Soot Te Tov 
Kpatous TreAas Kal Goo ToUToV éxduEvol, TroAital Kal dotuyelToves, af 
Tratpial Td&v éSvdv, of ava mravta Ta tépata, of Aoyildyevor Thy 
c&veoSev mpdovoiav Kal Ta éxeiSev trepiyévovtes xpipata, of Suovtes Tas 
alveceis Kal, as év voto xeluddbous, Thv alyxyodwoiav émiotpewov 
exxorAoupevoi,9 Kal &t1 ov TowToIs of ExToTICSévtes Tois Hud &TOTIM- 
Haoiv év éoxatiais &Bdrois te Kal cvuSpois, Kal tis tAcuSeplas Kal 
EEovoias Tov Ttijs SouAcias KaTaKpiSévtes Cuydy, of TOAAGS Lev cdtTVvOUS 
VUKTOS EYKOIPTEpt|oaVTEs, KPULOUS TE Kal TAlous UTreveyKévTes, LIKpOU Kal 
&troSavovtes iSeiv Epiéuevor trv alSplav tijs vuv dvaotdoews! Actte 
AeuXElNovouvTes EvSoSev ExToIev, dupoTepas Tas AapTrddSas paiSpvav- 
TES, TOIS Trepi TOV “ISayapa évapiSpoupevor,”” THs yepouatas érrtépevor,42 
Mowotas tTryoupévou Kal "Aapdv tév tiple, eis tov olkov Kupiou peta 
dpovolas ouvicuen,*? els Tas TrUAAS atrToU év EEopoAoytjoel, els Tas AAS 
aurou év Uuvois.48 SioBSpev Td KAltos, TH oKNVvi} TpCoywpriowuEY, TH 
fAaotnpio tpooxihoapev, dkoUconpey, Ti AaAtoel 6 Tois XepouBip KaAuUTT- 
Topevos.# [SoU yao épel elphynv emi tov Aadv atToU,® Kal “elohyny 
Thy guy SiScpui wiv, elovnv thy éuhy dqlencn vpiv.’46 ti tis pooviis 


88 xai om. Us qui legit éxe1 kai et Exov || 95 puAacodpe9a corr. 
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4 Karathanasis (supra, 18), 55, p. 43: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin (supra, 15), 
I, 465, no. 35. 

85 Gen. 46: 29-30. 

36 Homerus, Od. 17.41-—44. 

37 Homerus, Od. 13.250-51. 

88 Zenobius II.14; Gregorius Cyprius 1.54; cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, I, 35, 
354; Diogenianus Epicur. 1.61: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, II, 10. 
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and Phrygians’’ lie apart); and I think it is very reasonable 
that I should be required to agree to this and to come with all 
eagerness to what follows. Not but what delights are more 
charming if unpleasantness has gone before: spring is more 
desirable after its neighbor winter, Joseph more beloved 
after his threatened death, and Telemachus in the story after 
his voyage, Ithaca after the salt sea, the water spring after 
thirst, and the still haven after tempest and waves: more- 
over, a just estimate of evil enables us to remark its works 
and to keep clear of it as from a viper that has bitten us 
(fear is a prompt ally), and to stand more safely in our time 
of blessings. The fisherman who was bitten found his wits, 
as the saying is. So I will no longer bridle my lips but come 
forward to be the herald of gladness and to praise the present, 
recall the past, convict what lies between, and make sure of 
the future. 


5. First, for the present. Come unto me all ye 
who sit upon thrones or stand on the tribunal, and who 
thence derive your eloquence and your authority; all ye who 
are near to His Majesty and ye that follow after them; 
citizens and neighbors; the clans of the gentiles; all ye, far 
and wide, who regard the Divine Providence and await its 
judgments, ye who offer praises in sacrifice and, as a stream 
in the south, cry aloud “Return the captivity!’’; ye who, 
by our offenses, were expelled from your seats into impene- 
trable and waterless fastnesses, and from freedom and power 
were condemned to the yoke of slavery; ye who endured 
many sleepless nights, bore chills and suns, and came near 
death in your longing to behold the dawn of this new resur- 
rection! Come ye, clad inward and outward in white apparel, 
making bright both of your torches, ye numbered among 
those who are about Ithamar, members of the Council of 
Elders, with the noble Moses and Aaron at your head! Let 
us go in concord to the House of the Lord, to His gates in 
thanksgiving, to His halls with praise! Let us cross over the 
threshold, let us approach the tabernacle, let us attain the 
sanctuary! Let us hear what He that is hidden by the Cheru- 
bim will say! Lo, He will speak peace upon His people, and 
“my peace I give unto you, my peace I leave unto you.” 
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Thode paxapiatepov, Ti 5 Tou PIéyuaTos cylwTepov, Ti ToU SiSdvTos 
Kal Tou Bwptyatos 6ABiwtepov. © Tou TroAuTOAdVTOU yapiouaTos, @ 
Tijs UTrepueyeSous evepyecias! SiSwoiv 6d kal 68, tropilouc1 TUpavvol, 
of étri oKrtTrTpois Trapexouot GAAOI eV XOAKOV, GAAO 5 Kal &pSovov 
&pyupov, AiSous, éoSijTa, ypuodv, Sic ypan | udtoov euKAgias, 51a oup- 
BoAwy trpovoyia. doa Tis UAns, Goa Tis xElpos ToU TraptyovTos & Kai 
PAderret TOAAGKis 4 Svivnot,*? Kal weTa OTIyURV OUKETI goTiv, Kal dotrep 
avpal Kai 6vap Tois vésoua! [Kal] tois AauBd&voucl ouvortroiyetar. of Sé 
Oeds 6 S150us Kal Oeds Seddv xal or te Kal tmictevouev, Kal Tv EauTOU 
TO GKpoTatov Kai Jei6tatov, Kal tuydov éauTov KaTa& Td: atrTds éoTIV 
| elptyvn,48 kai 6 Meofas otrtdés efur 6 AAV ool,” Kal dca TolavTa, 
éxel Kav Etrivotjons KTiolv GAANV Tis vUV dpcpévns Kal voouLevns Guelveo 
Kai paidpotépav, oU T1 THs evepyecias ot TI Tis ydpiTos EpdwIAAOV 
evoroeis Kal foootdciov' dow yap 6 S505 Sievivoye Tov Siddvtos, 
TOCOUTH Kal TO SHpnua TOU Saprwaros. 6 Lor SoKel Kal 6 év tTropgupib 
piAdoogos, ETriIoTcUEVOS KpEioooD, Epeiv, ‘“‘uEepis SAlyn ET’ Elptyvns 7 OlKos 
TOAUYXpucos c&veipt}veuTos.’”9 ét1 SE Kai Gopias Kal Leis atthy trep- 
TISnor TPO yap eitraov’ 1 KapdSia cou ThpEite copiayv éurjv,5! 16 éraSAov 
as UTrEpTINOV ETrayyéAETal ETN yap Lwijs. Kal otK got ye TOUTE, GAAG 
TO KpEittov’ Kai TASS elptvns TrpocteStoetal co1.5? Kai “laB tdév 
TAcovexTHaTOV Ocou TouTHv UTrepSaupdler Sfjpas yep dypious elonv- 
evelv UTrioxveita TH éxeiSev d&uuvopéven,®3 cite Tous eri TéK den Kai Tous 
Bouvous, ouK ol5a, eite Tos &oTIKOUS Kai Tis éxeiSev QydTHTOS aiviTTé- 
evos. 510 Kal uaAAOV trpoceKTéov Kal tThpntéov Td Sapnua, Tva COTTED 
6 toutou SoTIp, ottas diSiov Ayiv Kal TO SHpnua Siacwlorto’ &AAG 
TO vEV SHOpHUa Kai 6 S105 ota ceBdouia. 


6. “Iva Sé Tois UTtEp Evvoiav Se€ioupevor Kal trpooSoKiav 
év evxaiplais, év SAiweot TrAGTUVdLEVoL, Ut) SiapéAAconev, unde Tov TréACH 
‘lopan\A éxpipopeda 7 c1wmdvta tas ydpitas 7 pIeyyduevov, AAAK Tihs 
o1wTris xeipe — Kal yap Tois KAAoIs Saupactois KagevovTes Tis TOUOFiS 
Vouevns SieAoiSopouvto 1H tpépovTi5+ — avtol Tas pwvas weTa Tis 
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What specch is more blessed than this, what word more holy, 
what more happy than the Giver and His gift? O for the 
grace of much value, for the immense benefit! This or that 
man may give, tyrants provide, kings supply, some bronze, 
others abundance of silver, gems, clothing, nobilities con- 
ferred by diploma, and privileges by insignia: these gifts 
may harm or profit, and in a moment they are no more, 
and like airs or dreams they pass away with those who give 
<and> receive them. But where the Giver is God (and God 
of Gods He is and we believe Him to be), and gives us the 
most excellent and divine of His gifts, perhaps even Himself, 
according to the saying ‘He is peace,’ and “‘I am Messiah 
Himself that speaketh unto thee,’ and so on, there, even if 
you should devise another creation better and brighter than 
the one we now see and know, yet you shall not find anything 
to rival or equal this benefit or grace. For as Giver differs 
from giver, so does gift from gift. In knowledge of this I 
think the philosopher in the purple said “better a small 
portion with peace than a house full of gold where peace is 
not’; and he prizes it even above wisdom and life: for 
having premised “‘let thy heart keep my wisdom,”’ he promises 
the reward beyond price: it is “‘years of life’; but he did not 
stop there: best of all is that “abundance of peace shall be 
added unto you.’”’ And Job places this above the other gifts 
of God, for he promises that savage beasts shall be at peace 
with him whom God defends — whether he means those on 
the mountains and hills, I know not, or whether he hints 
at town-dwelling beasts for their cruelty. Wherefore we must 
be the more careful to preserve the gift, so that, like its 
Giver, it may remain among us eternally. So much for the 
worshipful nature of gifts and Giver. 


6. But now that we are graced with prosperity 
beyond thought or expectation and enlarged from our dis- 
tresses, let us not be unmindful nor imitate Israel of old who 
was silent over his blessings or else uttered what was worse 
than silence: for they were dumb regarding the other miracles, 
and when their food was rained from heaven they abused 
their Nourisher. But let us raise our voices and our hearts, 
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yvauns Wwoocnev, Kal pet’ evvoias dupdtepa Kal Tis Actos Tas 
Suvacteias Tou Kupiou Botowpev, tis 5& Tas alvéceis aTOU d&KoUOTES 
Tois Tépacl KaTAOTHOETAI;©> St1 cUvéeTpIVE Porpatav Kal TroAEuOV Kal 
T& Sela Toupav fpiv éxapioato, Sti éAcdévacev Hiv Thy avUTOU LEyO- 
Awouvny Kai émotpagels élwotroinoe Kal é& Td&v Tis dTOyvMDEWS 
BuSév érravt |yarye.°% tis efScds, Stror TK fueTepa fetal Kal Sirn TK 
éxeivou d&vSEAkel, OVAAOyicoITo Ti év WEow YPTOTOTHTA, STI TA TrApOP- 
yiopou aitia trapaBAéwas, év Sé Tois olktippois avTou SiaBAEwas, TOV 
gppayov efAe Kai S1éAuce TO WeodToryov.°” 


7. “WO tijs Emvotas! To yFis Kal SaAd&TTNs yEIdpIOV, TO 
peTaiXpiov TTrElpwtou Te Kal vnitou otpatou, Kal Baoileis Sixyoy vaopo- 
vouvtas Siotdlovtas, olov tov Mpuyias te Kai Muxryvns d&xovouen,*8 els 
Suoppoourny, els Oyovoiav ouvettiyayse. Tis TO TEAAyoS Tis &yasoTn- 
TOS QUTOU TrepIAtjweTou; Tis 5& Tov Tis piAavSpwtrias avTOU BuSOV 
KATOANnWvETa; STi Ta SiappayévTa pépn This oikoupevns CUVOUAWOE, Kal 
oUTtas eis dAoKAnpiav Kal ouuguiav [ouvtotnoev], iva pnKkéT: ZKUSns> 
Kal BapBapos, Kai TO Kal TO KaAouyESa,°® ypiotiavol 5& mé&vtes Kai 
Ocou téxva Kal adives Tou mvevpatos Kal AcywusSa Kal SeKvipe9a; 
Tis TOV TrAOUTOV Tis Gopias Kal Suvduews atrTou Sinyijoetai; STi Tos 
Eotrepious AUKous Kal TGV Eqeov TreplepyoTépous Kal SpacuTépous ToCAUTH 
yeteoTolxeiwoev fAapoTnT1, ds Kal mioteveo9a1 mpuAdooEIV TO TroipvIoV 
Kai TOUS Yovious éTrITISELEvoUS Kai dreAcUvelv Kal drrotpétreo San. STi 
TOV TOV Cilaviey otropéa Kal puAaKa, Tov véov “ASep,©9 Tov Kalvov 
"Orogépynvel trpoBiape9oSevocuevos TH atoU Kdpw Tiv Siactropav 
ToU “lopanjA% &veowoato. Kal mé&Aiv él Tas olkeias Trnyds Kal ouKds 
ExaoTtos TO Sépos dudv,% Kai tov dyeAdva tpuydv Kai dvaxadaipev 
Thy Aw, Kal Baduveav TO UroAnviov, TH BpaPeuTi Td&Sv To1otrroy 
étrevyetau. Tis Tv d&ve€epevuntov onrrou KnSepoviav Uuvijoerou; Sti peter 
ZOAOPAVTA TO<v> elpnvikov Kal piAdcogov TH ‘lepoBodu Tov troipviou 
SiaomracSévtos Sic Thy Tdv vewtépwv Bovary,® tov Unrwrhy "lovav 
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both in loyal worship, and let us cry “who shall speak of the 
powers of the Lord, who shall make His praises heard to the 
ends of the earth, Who has broken the sword and battle and 
granted us the enjoyment of heavenly blessings, Who has 
multiplied his greatness upon us and hath turned and made 
us to live, and led us up from the gulf of despair?’’ Who 
that knows whither our state was declining and how His 
arm drew us back, would conceive His goodness to us mean- 
while, Who has overlooked the causes of His anger and 
regarded us in His mercy, and dissolved the barrier and 
pulled down the middle wall? 


7. Behold His design! The meeting point of land 
and sea, the battleground of land and naval forces; kings 
quarreling and divided as once, we hear, did those of Phrygia 
and Mycenae, He has reconciled in harmony and concord. 
Who will contain the ocean of His goodness? Who will reach 
the depth of His mercy, Who has healed the parts of the 
world that were split apart and thus brought them together 
in wholeness and continuity, where we are no longer called 
‘Scythian’ or ‘barbarian’ or I know not what, but may be 
named and shown to be Christians and sons of God and 
travail of the Spirit? Who shall recount the riches of His 
wisdom and power, Who has transformed the wolves of the 
West, more persistent and bold than those of the East, into 
such cheerfulness as convinces us that He guards His flock 
and repels and drives away the savage brutes that molest it; 
Who has caused the sower and nourisher of tares, the new 
Hadad, the modern Holofernes, to give place to his son, and 
thus has redeemed the dispersion of Israel, and once more 
every man by his own well and his own fig tree reaps his crop 
and harvests his vineyard and winnows his threshing floor and 
deepens his vat, and offers up his prayer to the Giver of these 
blessings? Who shall recall His unsearchable care for us, 
Who, when after the peaceable and wise Solomon the flock 
was divided by Jeroboam through the counsel of the younger 
men, granted to our times the zealot Jonah, and maintained 
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Tois Kaipois Exapicato,© thprcas év Tois yeyiotois Tov UéyloTov, Kal 
XElpl yeipa KpaTUveov, Kal Bpaylov: Bpayfiova Suvaydy, kal Kivdv Kal 
WETOKIVeSY Strou BovAETar Kal ds BoUAeTau, Tov auTOV Kal PaclAEa Kal 
Trpdpaxov Kal d&yoviotihy Kal Sia0AAaKTHpiov TO Sov OKOTTOULEVOV, TO 
CULMEPOV TTPOUNIOULEVOY Tois TrOcyuaoIv d&veoTHoOaTo. Tis TaUTA TOV 
dSdtwv dcov ft elorvn Kaddv, 4 Séuis éotiv, érroivéceton;%; tis té& 
TrapévtTa Kat’ &€iav aivécetar; | tiv trap’ éATiSa petaBoAry, Thy Tapa 
TeocSoKiav GAAoiwo1v, Thy d&vekppaotov cyewwiv, THY G&riotov TawTHy 
EvoTNTA; Troowy iotopial TloAuBiav, roca TTAouTapyoov TrapaAANAol, 
Troiwy paywddav pEeTOA, TIvddv EUyAwTTial AnTdpwY TA TOIAUTA OXT- 
goval Sinytwata; ovSé Tov Kdouov Kal éyGyai, TO TOU tyaTrnuévou,% 
TOV TOLOUTMY KUpP7jcal TO LEyEIOS. 


8. AA’ étrel Tis eUnuias 008’ EpartrTdéye9a — Kal yap 
dpapesa Kal avTdv Aaxwvev BpoyuAoywtepo1 — KaAds &v Sn Tois 
EEfis eUSpourjoouev. STI UeEV OUV TO Bdpov Tis SeE1&s TOU UWiotou Kal 
6 Anudy &v érriSoito Tivos yap Kal 69ev; ei yap ovbé THv uiKpdv TI 
Sixa tis &veoSev teAcitoar trpovoias,88 dcov # TrayKdécuios owtnpia Kai 
é&yodAiaocis! GAA’ ST1 pev ExeiSev, oUK GSnAov. vuv 8’ 6 T1 TrEp Eotiv Try 
puoi SiacKkepyaopeda, tv TO AUoITEAES Goov Kal olov ouvEVTES TrayIATEPOL 
WEvooUEV. oT TOryapouy elotiyn, ds Eywye Siopiloyal, oTdoEws Trpodia- 
AaBovons cuvageia, tf Treprxapts SuiAia yeTa o1eoTTt|y EyKOTOV, MIAC- 
veikias KaTAOTPOPT], STACY a1rdSeo1s, ExIpas KaTdAVOIs, ouvaipEecis eK 
Siaiptcews, kK Sixovoias Syovoia, peTa Siaqgwviav 6yopwvia, Kal Straws 
&v of té&v tou “Apiotawvos érravtAtoavtes Kai Tov Ztayeipitny KaTa- 
T1OvTes yével Kal Siapopais UTroypdawyaiev. GAAG TaUTA Yev 7) 6 TL oyESOv" 
vuv S€ por oxdtre: TO étri Tr&OIW atrTiis etypnoTov, ceIpdv gE opavdSev™ 
UtroAaBav Sick trkvTav KaStjKovoay, Tis 8’ eEatrrouévns Tas avis 
ouvtpogous Kal pwoTti5as° pidiav, &ydartnv, SUoppooUVHV, Gudvolav, doa 
THs waKapias Etaipeias Kai ovyysveias, cv Utrootijval ti Sixa Tdév 
OUnXavev, Kkv UTrovoix ouoTi, TOU pT) cvoTdvTos Seivdétepovtt. Kal 
TIPOTA YEV, iva Tv Jeioov és Thy Trapovcay dtroywpduev — elptivn ydo, 
ou Seodoyia, TO TraploTduevov. auTika T&v dyyétAov 1) TaEIs Tis 
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him greatest among the greatest, and strengthened his hand 
with His own, and gave to his arm the power of His own 
arm, and guided him hither and thither where and as He 
wished, and raised him up to be, in one and the same person, 
our Emperor and bulwark and champion and peacemaker, 
mindful of our needs and devising what was profitable for 
our affairs? Who of those that know how fair a thing is peace 
will praise these things as they should be praised? Who will 
worthily extol our present blessings, the unhoped-for trans- 
formation, the unexpected change, the inexpressible altera- 
tion, this unbelievable union? How many Histories of Poly- 
bius, or Lives of Plutarch, what verses of rhapsodes or gems 
of rhetoricians, will be needed to contain such stories as 
these? I too imagine, with the Beloved Disciple, that “the 
whole world could not contain the greatness of them.” 


8. But since we are not yet so much as touching 
on the exordium (we seem to be more laconic than the 
Laconians themselves), we should now properly proceed 
directly to what follows. That the gift comes from the hand 
of the Most High, even the blear-eyed can see. For from 
whom or where else could it come? If it be true that not 
even small things are performed without the Divine Provi- 
dence, then how great must be universal salvation and 
rejoicing! That thence it comes is, then, undoubted; but let 
us now consider what its nature may be, so that, under- 
standing the greatness and quality of our advantage, we may 
be more firmly convinced of it. Peace, then, as I define it, 
is the composition of previous strife, the joyful converse 
after sullen silence, the destruction of contentiousness, the 
laying aside of arms, the dissolution of enmity, union out of 
division, harmony out of dispute, concord after discord, or 
however those learned in the works of the son of Ariston, 
or nurtured on the Stagirite, might qualify it by genus and 
differentia. Such then, or nearly such, is its nature. But now 
let us look at its universal benefits, picturing a chain from 
heaven passing down through everything, and the com- 
panions and initiates of peace fastened to it — friendship, 
love, concord, harmony, all that belong to that blessed 
companionship and fraternity, of which it is impossible that 
any one member should exist without the rest, even though 
in fancy one were to create for it an existence more monstrous 
than non-existence! And first, to come from things divine 
to the present matter (for peace, not theology, is now our 
concern), the angelic order, defending the unity of its first 
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TpaTNs Kal d&vexppcotou Trnyiis TO Ev &uUvopEevor Kal Siydovtes cei Tis 
dpéEews Irpds Te Thy TV ToIloUTOV aiTtiav Kai TrPOs EAUTOUS doTACiaOTOI 
wévovuoly, OVX ATTOV Sick THY ovGiav, As NEIwSnoay, j Tihv Tis elpnvns 
gwtoxuciay, tis &TroAaUvovol, TOV HEVTOL Tis KapITOS GAoynoavtTa iouev 
Thy Sikny &&lav exticavra, 8 déotpanriis yév eis oxotiav yetaBoAdvta,” 
iva Keitar Tuxov Tois Syoiois Umdderyua ti Sai 6 trepil Tov alSépa 
SicKooyos; ap’ ovK dei Siacwle: TO doTaclactov; STI yap aulyt] TX 
To1louTa Siapopas Kal TéyTrTOV oda TO OTEPEWHA AEyouOI, Eévov atTO 
TAOT|S | ouvSécews’! dtropaivovtes’ oTdois 5 cuvSicews Epyov Sy, elxer 5é 
vu€i wev HAtos, vuKtes 5& SpYpois, of 5& TOV EwWopdpov TrpoayopEVoUOLY, 
& SE Thy TuEépav étrcyetal, TH &’ UToywpouov coTépes. Kal TH TOIAUTH 
plAig d&iSiov auTois TO elvai te Kai TO pépeacSai dpaiov, Kai Kaipol Kai 
XPOvol TO WECOV EaUTdV KATH UIKpOV TISACOEVOVTES, EiTA Tos dKpoIS 
ofov 5axTuAots GuoeiSéo1v, Guopueoiy GAAHAGY Ex duEvor, Kopeiav yopevouc! 
Kai yopeiav xopav travtav eupuspotépav Kal TrAaTuTEépay, Kal Tva Té& 
Trpopavertepa AEyauEev, Apa ovuyi Trrwv dyéAar Kal éEtaipsian Boddy 
ETepoyevt] Kaito: Trep SvTa cvanl€ Siartayeva gaivetar; Kail ot Ta&5e 
uev Siagpépetar, TaS|e SE Avtipép|eTtar, oUSE dpiZoual te kai trapopilovaty, 
GAAG TIv Troav éperrteTar &SidKpita; Troiuvia Sé Kal aitréAia Tois avTtois 
onkois 6uoSupadov elooixiletan, cita Tois THv Troméveov Kal veypaor Kal 
ouplyuaciv eveiktaos GyeTai, pépetai, SioKpivetou. Kéevtpa S& pépovol 
UeAIooal — Kai KaSop&rai yap — GAA’ ov Tois GuOMUAOIS, OULEVOUY, Kal 
yap elol piAGAANAGL Kal tTiotTéoTtatal. padayyiois && tois dAAoyevéol 
Kai GAAOKOTOIS KNPTjOI Kal KOSOUpoIS, eltreiv, Kal TOUTO poPoUcal Kal 
uovov kal els muy Tv cipBAwv Extpétroucal. TO pavAdTaTov pwWpUN- 
KES MIG Taplevovtes Ev Str Syou yev Siatrovovoiv, éti Td avTd Se 
ouvayoual Kal Suws oUK épiCovolv, otK d&uUvoual, Koive 5 TH Epddia 
Snoaupilovotv. 


9. OGtw Bid tr&vtev, Scov Sik Ppayéwov Epeiv, 6 Tis 
elpryvns Seouds te Kal TAOUTOS Kal got Kai Siagaivetar. &vSpwrros Se 
TO Jaotatov épyov Kal Tewtiotov, 81’ dv t& BAeTréyeva Kal voowpeva, 
TO Tis AUTHS XEIDOS Kal Tis AUTHs HELoUEVOY EuTrVEVCEWS, TO yvdoEl 
Kal Adyo TeTipnyévov Kal Ta& Sia poveitv troiSeudpevov, 6 ovv9eTos 
ayyedos, © XAPOKTIP TOU TroITjoavTos, & BouAtioe SeSnuioupynuévos 
Kai Jardoons dpxov Kal Kupievoov ttreipou, Sov Inpoi te Kal KTr\veo1 
TOV XOAOV ETrcyelv Tf} KATH TOU KoIVOU BUOUEVOUS Ldvov, 6 58 TH GEAQA 
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and inexpressible source, and thirsting ever in longing, stays 
in harmony both with the Cause of these things and with 
itself, not less through the substance with which it is blessed 
than through the splendor of the peace which it enjoys: 
whereas we know that the angel who despised that grace 
paid a condign penalty and exchanged the brilliance of 
lightning for darkness, where he lies as a warning no doubt 
to those who are like him. What is the ethereal order? Does 
it not always preserve harmony? Because this order is 
unmixed with discord, they call the firmament a “fifth 
body”’ and declare that it is strange to any kind of synthesis. 
Strife is the work of synthesis. The sun yields to night, night 
to dawn, that some call Lucifer, and he leads on the day, 
to which the stars give place. So in this friendship is their 
being eternal and their motion beautiful, and times and 
seasons, taming by degrees what is between themselves, at 
last join one another with fingertips that are of one shape 
and one nature, and dance together in a dance that is more 
rhythmic and far-flung than all dances. Or, to take more 
obvious examples, do not the flocks of horses and herds of 
oxen, though different in kind, pasture indiscriminately to- 
gether? There is no dispute or antipathy between them, they 
do not issue orders and counter orders but crop the grass 
without distinction. Flocks of sheep and goats dwell har- 
moniously in the same folds, and then obediently go, or are 
led, or divide, at the gestures or whistles of the shepherds. 
Bees, as we see, carry stings, yet by no means for use against 
their fellows, for they love one another and are most faithful, 
but against the foreign and miscreant idlers and drones, it is 
said, and this merely to frighten them and turn them out of 
the honeycombs. On the humblest level, the ants, keeping 
house in a single crevice, work together and unite in the 
same tasks; yet they do not quarrel or fight but treasure up 
their means of livelihood in common. 


9. So through all creation — to speak it briefly — 
the bond and wealth of peace prevail and appear. But man, 
the most divine and first of works, for whom the worlds of 
sense and thought exist, held worthy of the same hand and 
the same inspiration, ennobled by knowledge and reason 
and educated in Divine Truth, the composite angel, the 
image of his Maker, endowed with will, lord of the sea and 
master of the land, when he should discharge his wrath on 
beasts and brutes or on the common foe alone, yet whets 
his sword against his brother and forges his arms and dons 
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Snhyet TO Eiqos, Kai 6TrAG yoAKever, Kal SapoaKa trepiBGAAeTau, Kal yéppa 
Tivaooel, Kal KaTaTréATAs O€Uvel, Kai eikovile: Tov “Apny, kal Uirép Tov 
"ATIOAA® TNSS, Kal KaTa TOUS &paBiKOUs dpk Sijpas,’2 Kal dpvi9ev Tdv 
Ev Tois vegeoiv UTrepaipetai. GAAG TouToIs &POPATOV TO KaKdV, Kal Bick 
TOUTO sU@uAaKToTepov. 6 5 Kai SdAous Adrrre: Kal tH \Kpias ~owSev 
yéuer Kai piAeiv UtroKpivetar Kai Umrd Thy yAdooay avrTou KpUTTTE! TrovoV 
Kai Tois xEiAco1 owTHpiav TrpoBGAAETal, Utrogevaxiler Kal Tois veupaot 
Kal Tois oxtaoiv, Exewudel, GAAOHdooE!. Ti yap ovyi TeAci; Ti Sai ov 
OKETTTETAL TOV éxovévenv airwAias Kai pdvou; Kai Tata fva Ti; iv’ 
EYKOATIMONTAI TAaAUTA Kal & éauTOV aUTiKAa OUVaTrOAgcETaI, Tva KAEOS 
E€o1 TO Kal xAOns eUuapavTdtepoy. iv’ étti yijs ypagz Kai ToUTO TUXdv 
KaTa Tov Kaiv Kai Aduex kal tiv Toiavthy patpflav,”? drradeipi} 5 Tis 
BiBAou Tdv o~lopeve,”4 Ttois Epfpois d&trotresTropevos,” fv’ Exns dyad 
Keipevar eitrn Kal dKovon TO &ppoov, THY Wuxi étrartoWpEvos,”6 fva 4&9 
Ta Kpoioovu kai ToAuKpa&tous, Kai d&pyduevos Kal ofydpevos.”? GAAG T45E 
yev “EAANvoov Traides Troiouvtwv te Kal tracydévtoov, étrel Kal Sedv Tov 
oupavoy éTAtoav — @ Tis attovopias! ds pév piAoTroAgéuwv, as Se 
Uaxivoov, EpioTiKdv, émiPovAwy, UGAAOV dvatrvedvtTav tov “Apny i Tis 
Kvioons doppaivopéveov EAlocopévns Trepi KaTrve.’8 dv S& Ta TOwTSTUTTA 
OTAOEIS KAI Uaxou, TOoTe &v elonvevoee TH piutaTa; GAA’ of Lev atrTois 
Seois Kai ovdSevos EAaUVOVTOS crreAAaTa Kai drjAeitrral TO yap KaKdv 
GVUTTAPKTOV, GVUTTOOTATOV. 


10. ‘Husis 5& of to KalvoU vdpuou Kal Tijs KoivoTépas 
évToATs YaSntai,” of tou elpnuiKoU Kal tmpdou Kai Tarrevdqpovos 
wwortau,89 of tév érnpealdvtoov Kai Svouevdsv kal SAiBdvtoov Kal TUupav- 
vOUVTOV UTTepEUXETIAI SiSaoKdyEevor Kai Tois PiAois Thy wuxhy TI9éva18! 
Kai eikelv Tois &yyapevouo,* Kai ét1 wGAAOv, of elSdtes St1 gotiv 6 
Tous copous copildyevos® Kai Spacodyevos évtéyvous, Kall dpdadv év 
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his corselet and brandishes his shield and makes sharp his 
missiles and images Ares and outleaps Apollo and glares 
like the Arabian beasts and soars above the birds that are 
in the clouds. But by these antics his evil is detectable and 
therefore more easily guarded against. But he also concocts 
plots and is full of bitterness within and pretends friendship 
and hides his grief beneath his tongue and professes salvation 
with his lips, deceives by nods and gestures, holds his peace 
or speaks in falsehood. What does he not perform or devise 
to compass destruction and murder? And why does he do all 
this? In order to pocket the very things that will make for 
his own destruction; in order to get glory that withers 
sooner than grass; in order that he may be marked on earth, 
perhaps with the brand of Cain and Lamech and their crew, 
that he may be expunged from the Book of Salvation and be 
dismissed among the goats; in order that he may have 
riches, boast of his treasures, and listen to folly when his soul 
is required of him; and may, first and last, suffer the fate of 
Croesus and Polycrates! But these were the crimes and 
sufferings of the sons of the pagans, because in their presump- 
tion they filled heaven with gods who were war lovers, war- 
riors, quarrelsome, treacherous, for ever breathing Ares or 
snuffing up the fat that turned about in the smoke. When 
the models were strife and war, how should their imitations 
be at peace? But these people, together with their gods, 
have been driven away, though there was none to drive, 
and abolished. For the evil was without being and substance. 


10. But we, the disciples of the new law and 
the new commandment, the initiates of the peaceable, the 
meek, the lowly: we who are taught to pray for those who 
injure us, hate us, grieve us, and tyrannize over us, and to 
lay down our life for our friends, and to submit to those 
who lay burdens upon us, we — what is more — who know 
that there is One who instructs the wise and lays hold upon 
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KpuTrT@,*4 kal droBiS0us éexdotes Kata Ta Eoya atrtou,® tous troAguous 
Kal TO Te KaS’ gauTev Kal dvoAdyws cotracdéueSa; unKéTi, pNndaydds, 
&SeAqoi, GAA’ ei Kal toads éxeivois ouvarrnvexSnuev — Tis yap avis 
TAcoews, ef Kai ut) TAGs, WeTEXoNEV — GAA’ OVW EtravayIEvTES UNKETI 
TrapevexSeinuev. got: Kal trecovtas EEavacSijvar Kal otfjvai Tdév ov 
TIEGOVTWV GOPAAEOTEpOV Kai cvaTEpOV. 


11. *AAA’ eri t& viv érravaKtiov TeAowpEva Kal TrpO- 
SerktéEov TA Tis Eoptiis exSnAdtepov' G&rrav yap GSnAov dnSéotepov. 
émrel 5 TO TK OVX Oldv Te SiaTpavdcai pt Kai | Ta TpdTepOV Trapa- 
SeiEavtas, Ta 5’ OK GAAS Ut} Kal TAs AaBds Kai TK aiTIA TrapaCTHhoAL- 
Tas, Kai O9ev Kal Straws exeiva Te trpcéBy Kal TAS’ ErréBn, OUT OI 
Soxel Siadetéov elvar Tov Adyov. fvSer Ta HeTepa trdAa Kal &vIouvTA 
TrpoekoTrtev, nNUyale, Tris axpijs E9aupdleto, Tis emmBdoews éJeikleto, 
CnAwta& tra&oiv Utrijv Kal d6pmpeva Kal Aeydueva kal peta S6Ens Sinyeito 
TOIS TEPAGIY, OTE TO OTPATIWTIKOV E6pUSpIleTO AgovTl Kal cuveBowAEuED 
"Axi tégeA®’ Kai Apéxev xal ZéAcv éomlov, étav ai wwSixal povoan, 
olov elteiv, étri yijs éyvwpilovto Kai 6 “Apns Katetitpwoxeto,8” dtav 
els TreTAUpOV “Aidou TO &@IAdcOQoY, Kal Trapk TS Epuds oKdToOS &voula, 
KaTa tiv Tapoipiav,® Kai ai Bpikpe yeipes ELwotpaxilovto,®® Ste Td 
XpyooUV yévos étroArTeveTO™ Kai TS Tr&V Elyev EvSaILOVIA Kal Tév Selcov 
&trdAauois. oUt tras elye Ta fuétepa TrdéAai, cuvyvSe Kal Tx Bovua- 
yapov kal Eopprye. kal 1s yap ot, vioSeTNSévtwv avtadv Kal Od 
TUdv Kai crropaSovtev pev Hdn Ta TOV duakoBleov te Kal voudbov, 
MeTAPASOvTa@V Se TO Tis ydpItos evayyéAlov’ Eos ev iodppotra T& 
Cuy& Kal 6 Jeios evpevtts SpSaAds, yarn Thy IdAacoay elye Kal 6 
TrAouTos &€ ovipias épépeto. 


12. *Emei 5 6 KUBos d&vtéotpatrrar Kal trreptoye TK TH 
Aavta, é5e: Te yevéoSau Kaxds Kal vixijoor Td yelpova, eite TOU KOAOU 
Thy &Kpoperav pIdcavtos Kal Sick ToUTO Trpds TO Ke&TAVTES cTTOBAETOV- 
TOS, EITE TOV TAPATTOUATOV TUdv Oe trapeotwtov Kal Td kdvdu Tis 
HESS TrPOKOAOULEVOOY, Iva Tois Belvois KpauTraAnoconen, EU Ol TOU 
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the cunning and sees in secret and rewards every man 
according to his works — shall we, in defiance of reason, 
embrace wars and our own destruction? No longer, not at 
all, brethren! But if we have been in some degree led away 
along with those [pagans] (for we share the same creation 
with them, if not the same error), yet let us be led back and 
be led astray no more. Those who have fallen may stand 
again, and to stand again is to be safe and better than those 
who have not fallen. 


11. But we must return to the present celebra- 
tion and make clearer the circumstances of the festival: for 
all obscurity 1s somehow distasteful. And since we cannot 
illustrate the whole without showing what went before, and 
this can only be done by representing the occasions and 
causes, and why and how those events went before and these 
followed after, I think my discourse should be arranged in 
this way. In the old days our affairs flourished, and flourishing, 
advanced, grew bright, were admired for their prime and 
extolled for their progress, and what was seen and said 
aroused the envy of all men and resounded gloriously to the 
ends of the earth: when the army was disciplined by Leo, 
and Achitophel lent his counsel, and Draco and Solon made 
our laws; when the mythical Muses (so to say) were known 
on earth and the War God was wounded; when ignorance 
was banished to the snare of Hades, and lawlessness to ‘‘the 
darkness of the oak”’ (as the saying is), along with the hands 
of Briareus; when the Race of Gold lived here, and all was 
happiness and enjoyment of divine blessings. Such was our 
state in the old days, and with it Bulgarian affairs flourished 
likewise and were vigorous (naturally, since the Bulgarians 
had become the adopted sons of our God and had already 
unlearnt the life of the wagon dweller and nomad and had 
learnt instead the Gospel of Grace), for so long as the scales 
were even and the Divine Eye was propitious, and calm held 
the sea, and wealth was wafted on a favoring gale. 


12. But when the die fell on the other side, 
and the scales tipped up, and it was needful for misfortune 
to come and for the worse to prevail (either because good 
fortune had reached the ridge and therefore began to go 
downhill, or else because our sins came before God and cried 
out for the cup of drunkenness so that we might wake to 
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TéuTrtou yévous,*! Kai tis dtravotou ToAaiTrwpias. avTtika yap 6 dido- 
Sofas trotayds, & Tis Trpoedpias Tupayv, 6 VeTds, tT} vipds — ofa Kal 
péAiota Tov Aluov te kal Tov “lotpov KAovel — Ti TOU &pyovTos Trp00- 
eppun wuxi}, Kal 6 oElop"ds, Goou Kail of éréxeiva Tadeipwv évSovto. 
euSus oUV TO OTEMOS Kal 6 Sippos EIpiaPEevETO, OTEMOS 6 THY EUpeoTrny 
d&rreotepcveoce Kal TroAAdv él yiis Ebpiwe Kkprnva.%? Td és & Siyos 
Kal 1] é&trootacia uaAAov, 1} yap d&vaddpnois kal tT’ GAAa, ols 4 oppayis 
EBeBrAwto, Kal @diveto TO KaKov Kal T& yevvtjyaTa TOU TEKdVTOS 
e€iSialetar Kal d&Setei pev Tov tratépa, &Setel SE TO Trvevpa G1’ ov 6 
&HHaBeov tis viotnTOoSs. 


13. ‘O && — kal yép & trponde: Siatruv9dveTa — eloyel 
TEWS TOUS TiS OUYKAT|TOU TO KPa&TOS TINY Kal Tov atTo yaplodyEvOD, 
6 8& TH Tou | “AlSou Kuvén ouyKaAuTrTépevos®? tous cuvedptous altel 
Kai els loyuv thy SiadnKny tmpotelverar, 6 8 dvtitelvetar, Pacidéa 
TIpooKuUVEIoSal capds épdv ef pt ‘Paopaiov “Papaiois étrapotov “iF 
Bpayu Ti9els TO TrepivonSéev cor SicSqUaA TrpookuvNnTas Exe TOUS ouvedp- 
tous.” Kai tis Tas EvSuutoeis Te Kal TpoTdoeis, Tis 5 Tas ériPoAds 
éxelvou E€apidunoaito; olda, pnolv 6 puSos, “wapyou tT’ d&oiSydv Kal 
uéTpa Sarcoons,’94 GAAG Kal ds eiSévor Ta Exeivou curyavov, ols Kai 
Sixa oidtjpou Sick Biou tov “Adep Urrexpc&te: te Kal c&véoteAAev. GAA’ 6 
yev thy eiptyny TiWdv Kal Um’ aris Et TinapEvos KoTACIAOTOS Tois 
dotacidotois epiotatar, Kai Tois avTois 6 &5eApos iyveoiv émiBds cuva- 
TrofyeTan, TO Trad! TA OKAITTpA AiTrav Kai &piotoKpaTeiav Updwas Tv 
TBnv TH véw trpocuévoucay. Kal iva t& TAelo o1yd, Tas fepaTixds 
Kal piAoSéous EmotoAds Kail TO ouLBooKnSfivar AUKov pEeTa dovds, TH 
KAT TO evayyéAlov eiptjvn KOAds TroopAnSév te Kal TeAcoSév étri Tois 
Trapouoi[v 6] yedeiAxov kal ueSnpyrvevov aiyaci, Tols couKopavToUvTas 
TX TOU Kp&Tous &rroHAnTa, Tous ‘lepeuias éxelveo Kal ‘Hoatas, Tous Adyoo 
Zwtrupous,  Epyw Se SeiAotépous TOU TrapaKUTrTOVTOS, TOUs BouAEVoVTAS 
KATa Tis BouATs Kal TO Trev EaUTOIs é&tropépovtas, T’ GAAa ols hydued& 
Te Kal Epepoueda Kal as of tivovtes olvov Kat’ GAAA@V s&pdAAonED 
Tpaywdiav®? troiowpevor Te ApetEpa. 
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dreadful nausea), then, alas for the Fifth Race and for misery 
unceasing! For at once the torrent of vainglory, the whirl- 
wind of ambition, the rainstorm and the snowstorm (such as 
especially disturbs Haemus and Danube) swept into the heart 
of the Archon, and the earthquake came that was felt by 
those beyond the Pillars of Hercules! At once Crown and 
Throne were led captive away, the Crown that discrowned 
Europe and “‘cast the heads of many down upon the earth.” 
Then followed insurrection, or rather apostasy: for the proc- 
lamation came, and the other [titles] with which he profaned 
his seals, and the evil was born, and he appropriated the 
fruits of his father, and rejected his father, and rejected the 
Spirit in which lay the pledge of his sonship. 


13. But he, after enquiry of what he knew 
already, excluded for that time the lords of the Senate, out 
of his reverence for the imperial office and for Him Who gave 
it. But he, hidden beneath his helmet of darkness, called for 
fellow celebrants and proposed the confirmation of the cove- 
nant. But he opposed this and said straight out that it was 
abominable for Romans to do obeisance to an emperor 
unless he was a Roman; ‘‘rather, wear your makeshift diadem 
for a little, and let your fellow celebrants do you obeisance.”’ 
Who could number the devices, the expedients, the imposi- 
tions of that man? “I know,” says the tale, ‘‘the number of 
the sand and the measurements of the sea’; but it is impos- 
sible to tell the devices whereby, without force, he cunningly 
mastered and restrained Hadad all through his life. Well: 
so he, honoring peace and as yet honored by it, quietly 
took rule over a quiet folk, and the Brother went off by 
the same way he had come, leaving the scepter to the child 
and attaching the ‘aristocracy’ to the youth to whom it 
already pertained. I will not speak at length of the priestly 
and pious letters; of the wolf pasturing with the lamb, in the 
peace according to the Gospel that was fairly foretold and 
has been consummated in our own time, «which they) wrested 
and reinterpreted in blood; of the traducers of imperial 
secrets; of those that played Jeremiah and Isaiah to him: 
of those that were in profession as brave as Zopyrus but in 
fact more cowardly than any who wink and look aside; of 
those that took counsel against the Council and engrossed 
all power among themselves; and of the other misfortunes 
by which we were harried and destroyed, when, like those 
that drink wine, we intoned dirges against one another and 
turned our affairs into tragedy. 
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14. AAA’ FKev tiv 6 véos Tlpwtets,98 Kai tol TraAaiot 
TOIKIA@TEPOS, Ss Eri JeT var Ai9e AiSov TH TraTp@w@ Sone Ut KEKTNMEVOS, 
Ut) ém1oTa&uevos Tov Xpiotou Tou weyaAou Osou Kal Zortiipos tydyv 
KAT|pov, TO TrepioUciov oxoiviova,®? ThyEAElv etrnyyéAAETO Kal TAGTUVAl 
YE THHEAOUEVOS. Kai St) d&vaBdoeis GAAOKOTOUS Ev Wuyi) Sradeyevos 
Kad’ gauTou Kivel TOv dvaytpov! Kai Tovs TrapaoTicavtas TIyv Eo Kal 
TIv Eotrépay, olyoi, Ade TH youd Trapadeis Hyouvéved KaTA EK TOU 
Spuyou poviou SieEcyetar kal avapsitrte: thy Koviv Kai trravdadrter TO 
Tup, oU Kai vuv al pAdyes SiaS9éovoiv d&oPeoTo1. 


15. ’Erel 5 trupl TO Up SucavdAwtov, & USaTos 
d&vonapBaver Osds tov Maofiv'! Kai tais émoté&tais melouéven 1H 
"lopatAl? pépwv éplotno, Thy vouty cPéoai, TOV Dapad oyfjoa1, Tous 
tpiotétas3 érdéco Kal Tov “loxaP olkov éravacwcacSa1. évTevSev 
— Kai yap ei oryddpev tueis, Ta Gyuya pSéy etal — ev9Us evvoutal, 
piAoTtipial, Siavopai, BouAeuTIpIa, Popol KoTTTOYEVOI, TO &S1KOv Tupay- 
voupevov, Nalnpaio dyoS0fotvtes, TO attepiotractov | BonSovpevov, 
of Tis dpeTiis ev Tipais, év dtipiax TO Gyouoov, TO Tr&V Err youu KALSEv106 
c&vopSoupnevov’ TO usilov, af mpdos TO KaTeTTelyov TrpeoPeion, vv pev 
TSoucal, vuv 5 aoTUpoUoal, Kal TOTE LEV TrTOOUCAI, TéTE St Sappu- 
voUdal, UTTAAEIpoVoMl, TpCocyoucal, TrAUVOUCa, Tr&VTA Ai9oV KiVvOU- 
oo,” fy’ évi tpdtre tov Sfjpa trpoodEwvtTa Tois yap TroiKiAois Td 
Hovoeidés Avtjpyoora, 6 SijAov Kav petaBdAAeTar, ToIoUTOV yap 6 TrOAU- 
TPOTTOS. 


16. Kai trapoucidoas evSUs trpoKoAEiTa 16 Kp&ToS. Kal 
© THs Ud rlotews Kal yevvaldTntos: Ti uev yao Oed, TH Sé Kal Hyiv 
TreTTOIIWS, Kal TO “‘BoUAoN’ Eydo Aaov elvar adov 7 &troAgoSau’’108 Eoyoo 
Siatpavdov, widds kata Tov AaBid!® otiABoupévois Tois Sopaoiv guvas, 
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14. But, well: there came among us this new 
Proteus, yet more various than the old, who had not one 
stone to set upon another for building his father’s house, 
who knew not the heritage of Christ our great God and 
Savior, His Peculiar Portion. He undertook to take care of 
it, and to increase it by his care. And so he devised monstrous 
ambitions in his heart, and “‘moved the stinkweed against 
himself’, and, alas, entrusted the conquerors of east and 
west to the command of his deerhearted brother-in-law, and 
moved against the wild boar in the woods, and kicked up 
the dust and lit the fire whose flames even now run wide and 
unquenched. 


15. But since fire is hardly quenched by fire, 
God raised up Moses out of the water and brought him and 
set him over Israel that was pressed by her taskmasters, to 
quench the spreading flames, to check Pharaoh, to eject the 
counsellors and to redeem the house of Jacob. Thereupon 
(and even though I should be silent, senseless things will cry 
it aloud) at once came good government, largess, distribution 
of bounties, wise counsellors, tax relief, injustice repressed, 
Nazarenes agreeing, the defenseless succoured, the virtuous 
held in honor, the ignorant dishonored, everything that 
was beaten to the knee raised up; what is more, embassies 
were made to meet the urgent crisis, some successful, some 
gloomy, some daunting, some encouraging — soothing, invit- 
ing, “‘turning every stone,’ with the single aim of alluring 
the wild beast (for instability is out of harmony with sin- 
gularity, which, though it may change shape, remains plain: 
that is the meaning of “‘versatile’’). 


16. And when he appeared among us, he at 
once demanded imperial power. And oh! your faith and 
courage! Trusting both in God and in us, and putting into 
action that saying, “I will that my people be saved and not 
destroyed,’’ you went, like David, naked among the shining 
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6 8’, olov tov PoAidS d&xovopev,9 pet& tis dAalovelas ereio1, Kai TOV 
STACY TrpoTyouLEevooy Eri Tiv piAiav yoopei, Kai TTOAAG LEV BapBapiloy, 
Agia && coAoiKilev, eita TO Sov dKkovoas, TH YoTtepaia SiaSéo0Sar 
ouv9eis atroAAatteto. Kai dotreo TX Tv Inpioov apdtepa, émrav 
étropdo1 Tois B&AAOuaI, Trpdos TA BEAN Siayoovilovtai, oUTw Kai OUTOS 
UeTa Tis ExSpas ctroKpovoYels Tois Spuyois TOV yoAov dréoKnWE. TOV 
uév ouv’ leooal Traida peta TO ypioua Kal Thy étitrvoiav Guws ovK ela 
Oeds ovSE SepéAiov Tri Ear TH ofkept4t — ei yao 1d 2E Alywtrtou trapaitei- 
Tat o18tpiov,/!2 trés aiucroov xeipa trpcojoEeTaL; TH evTor Tras! TeAgoa 
TO Epyov tTrpoTpEtreTal, iows STI THV ToloOUTwY cvéTTAagOS. OUT HOI 
Soxei Kai autov é€ HBns Tois to1owtois évaoKknSévta eis TO OUTOO CETTTOV 
Epyov ov trapadefaodai, 516 TH avTOU UGAAOV EtrevEoxei Traihi KaTavw- 
cai TO BovANUA. 


17. “Hxev otv avtdporos 61 éxci9ev TO Spunua. Kai 
Uysis TO TraTpGov Tetxiov xepol Siaomdoavtes Kai yelAco1 yeilAn mpoo- 
Trutavtes, Kai xepoi xeipa AaPovtes, éotreicacSe, EriotHcAacYe, Kal of 
AOyol ETA TOU Adyou, KAI KOAdS 7) Siadi\Kn émiogpayileta. otto 
X9es Kal OTNEPOV TA TyETEPA. OUTW KATE TOU veiKoUS vikos TodyESa Kal 
KATA Tis ExSpas OTHANY trepiotrtov dunyeipayev Kal Treptjvayev of Kat’ 
GAANAGY UTrEeMD GAATAGY, of NETK Tis AppooUVNs Ev GWOEPCOWN, Oo} Tis 
SiadIjKns SUdKAnNpot, of EveSpevovtes ouvedpevovtes, of yeTa Tis &trovoias 
Ev Ouovoia. Kal tva taAtv Siac TO trepilyapts dvoKuKAGpev étri Tots 
QuTois, of TOU Evdos EvikwTaToI, Of Sicup|eSevtes KaKddSS KOAGS CUVaIpOU- 
Wevol, Of Tis GAnIelas KaT& ToU wevdous, ‘lepoucaAL Kal Laydcpeia 
ouvvopo1,!3 tré&vtes év KoIvdTHT PIAASEAQias Kai Suovoias. 


18. Tavta kai 6 BAétwv, TrpoPAétreov, EdpTale, Tiedv, 
Tas EopTdas cou,!!4 SiaKxeAeveTaI, TroAUavSpewTroUs dye Tas TravnyUpels, 
TANIova1 TA pik cou elpryvns, Kal 6yoppooUuns al &yopai cou" ot uh 
TrpoaSéor1v EAMeiv els TroAalworv,!!? St1 Kupios éreAthwato. Sov Ta d07S 
SIECKOPTIOVEVa Trapa Tov “AlSyv Kai d&vikya odexa Kal Soya Kal Tévov- 
Tas TrepiBa&AAETa, 46 Kai & olkos “loka trpoAaBav dp Thy évéotactv.117 
Kal vuv 1 éoxatn 56€a Tov oikou Kupiou Urép tiv pathy, 6T1 vBdxnoe 
Kuptos. &pti pév aiSip kal ta petéopa KaSapetepa Kal TO yiis Tredoc- 
Tov &vInpotepov. Got SE Kal Kpfivou trnyd&louci trotipetepov, Kal yz 
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spears; and he, as we hear of Goliath, came on with his 
boasting, and, with his armed men before him, yielded to 
friendship. He spoke much in a barbarous accent and made 
many more errors in grammar; then listened to what he had 
to hear; and on the morrow departed, having agreed to make 
peace. And as most savage beasts, unable to come at their 
pelters, worry the missiles, so he, repulsed in his enmity, 
slaked his wrath on the forest trees. Now, God did not allow 
the son of Jesse, even after his anointing and blessing, so 
much as to lay the foundation stone of His temple (for if He 
rejects the iron out of Egypt, how shall He admit the hand 
of blood?), but commanded his son to fulfill the work, perhaps 
because he was stainless of such bloodshed. In the same way, 
I think, God did not allow him, exercised as he was from his 
youth in such pursuits, to enter on a work so holy; and, 
instead, approved that his son should perform His will. 


17. And so he came unbidden, for the impulse 
was from God. And you broke down the middle wall that his 
father had built, and kissed his lips with yours, and took 
his hand in your hands, and made a truce with him and gave 
him your pledge, and promise was sealed with promise and 
fairly the covenant was ratified. Such are our affairs of 
yesterday and today; thus have we won victory over strife 
and reared a far-seen monument over enmity; we that were 
hostile are seen to be friends; we that were mad, sober; we 
that were <without portion) in the covenant are partners 
in it; we that sat in ambush sit side by side; we that were in 
desperation are in harmony. Or, to recapitulate these matters 
out of our excess of rejoicing: we that are of the One are 
most unified, we who were evilly divided are fairly composed, 
we that are of the truth stand against the false; Jerusalem 
and Samaria are allies, and all are in community of brotherly 
love and concord. 


18. These things the seer foreseeing bids you 
“celebrate your festivals, O Sion, lead your thronging pro- 
cessions!’” Your borders are full of peace, and your meeting 
places of concord. They shall not add that they are coming 
to old age, because the Lord has laid hold on them! Behold, 
the bones scattered in death are being clad in moist flesh 
and skin and sinews; and the House of Jacob beholds in 
advance the resurrection! And now the last glory of the 
House of the Lord is beyond the first, for the Lord has 
favored it. Now are the ether and the sky more clear, and 
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Kai SdAacoa TK ExuTHV &pSovetepov véyouoiv. pti & Sus dAnIdis, 
&Kpt) ev Te pepe: BaAdvous, ywéor) 5& yeAiooas, Kal Ta OpeuaTa Tois 
ToKois KaTaBopuveton.48 yoy fh dtromia éyxatorkiletar Kai SeyéAtov 
TIST]O1 Kai Spogov UTrepTiInoi, Kal a&veyeiper Thy yy, Kal KkataPaSuver 
puTa& Kal KpUTrTEl OTEpUaATA, Kal é€eAauver TH cyyeiov apdyvia Kal 
TOs EATTiON CUVTPEGEeTaI. VUV dSo0i TTANSOUOIV OSorTIOpeoV Kai d&voi Kal 
HOOXOL TAIS vaTTAIs TEPIOKIPTHOV ws HSioTa. Kal mdéAiv Teptrvds SAKOS 
Gyaens cxovetar. vuv TO yijipas airo€vetar yépoov xal detds otrep 
&vaxaiviletor,49 Kai traiSes d&vSpilovtar, Kal of tis ABns trovovolv 
OKaUATA. vUV Kai TrapSévo1 TH Mactws ouvepyouevar Mapiau Aryupdov 
&Soua1 yéAos,?0 Kai GAATAGS Sexdueva Tov KATE Tis ExSpas xopevovOIV 
emtivikiov, vuv Kal TO elvor TepTrvdv, Kal TO Biddvon TepTrvétepov, Kal 
&vIpwtroi KaTa TOUS TaAGI YaKpoPBiaTepor. OUT TrévTA vedlel, OUTED 
yavvutar kai Tov aitiov toUTav dvupvel Kai S0€dletar. of tis “Ayap 
Udvov oipwlouot Kai olua€ouoty, of Kai pdoveo TH Hye This Udv Guovoias 
Tas KapdSias &pnpervTat. 


19. Kai tis WyaoSn tis eiptns exTds, Tis 8¢ Sixa towns 
coréAitte S6Eav, ef yt) Tois eU Ppovovoty éipoyov; | LoAoudv 6 AaPis 
Baoideutatos ovx Sti copiav Kal BaoiAdav fpyooto, aAA’ Sti Zatav 
auTé Sic Biou cvK Avr dvoreAsi yep atrté& TrAFS0s elptyvns (dxouvers;), 122 
Ews O TrUpdOS Tijs GeATYNS OPeoStjoeTaI. Kai fva Ta Tr&o1 SHAG Trapd- 
youev, of Trepi Tas éutropias, Kai Koiveovias ionv TrpoSuptav ~xovtes OvK 
ioac1 TO Sicqopov. dSoitrdpois Kougile: tov trdévov, Kai dAiyov Td 
Siaotnua tiSnor Kai pds GAAAOUs Spovolia. -TAwTipEes Kai AalAatros 
Kal KUUaTwV KaTAPpoVvoUoly STav SpoyUyws Siayovilevrat. Kal Sigpn- 
Actou, ef ut) duoTpdtrous &pydcovtai {trrous, Trot’ &v Tous XVTITEX VOUS 
UrrepBodouvtai;!?? Kai pdvar Ka9dAou, evSaipovilouoiv €9vn Kai TrdéAels, 
als elpyyn mpocemKadnta. Stav 6 Sfjpos TO AUTO Kal Agyn Kal Sia- 
TPaTTHTAL Kal TOV Kad’ Eva Trei9n TH KoIvG ouugpoveiv UroSelyuari, 
TOUTOUS UTTOTITTOOE! HEV ef TI TTOAEUIOV, OUVaCTTILEl SE Kal Oeds: ef yap 
Hetatu SU0 ounppdveov 6p&Tai, doq TroAvavSpatrou TANpPapATOS. 


20. Ei S& Sei ti Kai t’dvavtia oxomeiv — TH yap Tov 
KOKOU Trapadéce: TO KOAdV EKSNAdTepov Kal Sia ToUTO Kal aipeTdTeE- 
pov — tous MrSous AcBe oi Kai tots TMépoas, é9vn TéSv tis "Acias 
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the face of the earth more smiling. Now the springs well up 
with purer water, and earth and sea supply their fruits more 
abundantly. Now in truth the oak tree “‘bears acorns at its 
top, and bees in its middle, and the sheep are weighed down 
with their fleece.’’ Now the homeless return home, and lay 
the foundation, and set the roof above, and turn the soil, 
and deepen the crop, and hide the seed, and drive out the 
cobwebs from the vessels, and are nourished with hope. Now 
the roads are thronged with wayfarers; and lambs and calves 
frolic in the dales most gladsomely; and pleasant it is once 
more to hear the turning of the wagon’s wheel. Now the 
old man puts off his age and is renewed like the eagle, and 
children grow to man’s estate, and the youths labor without 
tiring. Now virgins, going along with Miriam the sister of 
Moses, sing a shrill melody, and hand in hand dance the 
dance of triumph over enmity. Now is existence joyous, and 
life more joyous still, and men are more long-lived after the 
ancient pattern. So are all things made new and sparkling, 
and hymn and glorify the Cause of this. Only the sons of 
Hagar mourn and shall mourn, who are bereft of heart at 
the mere echo of our concord. 


19. Who hath been exalted without peace, and 
who without her hath left behind a name other than odious 
to men of sense? Solomon, son of David, was most kingly, 
not because he united wisdom with kingship, but because 
during his life Satan was not: “there shall arise upon him 
abundance of peace (do you not hear?) until the torch of 
the moon be quenched.”’ And — to mention examples manifest 
to all — those employed in trade or commerce who show an 
equal readiness know no dissension. Mutual concord lightens 
the traveler’s labor and makes short his journey. Seamen 
make light of the tempest and waves when they strive with 
a common purpose. How shall charioteers, unless their yoke 
of horses be of one mind, ever surpass their rivals in the art? 
In a word, happy are those nations and cities over whom 
peace presides. When the populace is at one in word and 
deed and persuades each member to conform to the common 
pattern, all enmity cowers before them, and God takes their 
part: and if this be true of two that are like-minded, how 
much more true is it of a company of thousands? 


20. But if we should consider the opposite 
condition — for good is more plain and thus more desirable 
if we compare it with evil — take the Medes and Persians, 
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dAPicotepd te E9vdsv GAkipatep& te kal ioyupdtepa, of Tijs elptyns Tov 
TrdOAENOV TrpcCoTNnoduEvol Kal T&Se ev alpouvtes, TaSe SE KaATACTPEOV- 
TEs, OUTW oUyKaTEOTpagNOAY, cs Unde TrupgdpoV aTois AeIgSFjvar,!28 
undé PAaotijoa JaAdv, KaTA yap TOV TreUKNS TPOTTOV SAdAHILOI SiepSc- 
onoav.!4 Td&p9ous 5 Tos Kata Tas MiAas d&xovouev Travtofov TroAguav 
eldtjuovas’ ou yap Uird Luyov d&youo1 Boas, ovSé Siacyxilouvoiv &poupay, 
Oude Ti TOV Tis elonvns ceBalovTal, GAA’ ETI vito! TOGoIs E9iCouC!, 
Sopata Styyouo1, tmelouayiais, imtmopayious, puyats, Siw€eoiv évad- 
AeVvouolv, OV UN) gaywolv éxv Ut TH TrOAgUOU VvOuw THY KEMOATY 
EpiSpaHowor. Kai Sues TH “Peyatov ATtnIévtes alypt avtois StrAo1s 
Kal ToUvoua TrpocamrmAgcav. Ti S& Tous trepi tov NeiAov Onfaious 
SieAULTNVATO; Ews yap Tois Gudpois ouveBaivov, Thy Te Xpuoitiv étrelyou 
Kal T&AAG tou NeiAou évévovto, étrel 5 trws EpucimSnoay kai Trepl Tous 
yeitovas goxacav. iote tiv KayBuoou otpateiav kai Tov éxei9ev TouTors 
émmitroAGoavTa SAeSpov, of Thy KepaAry ovKéti Siaipouow.!26 § pévtor 
Thy dppuv ZépEns alSépios érrel kaT& AoKeBScupovicov | eeunve, yiiv yev 
UrrepéSxev GAANV Ti SaAdoon vetéwpov!?’ Kai unyavi] Evy Tas pupId- 
Sas tpiSper,2 érrei 54 TO Eoyou weta& Tis av9aSelas [...], Tas uvpiddas 
&troPoAay oudé xiA1do1 TA ZoUca KaTéAaPe. Kai trapinut t& ’ETeoKAgous 
Kal TloAuveikous Té&v OlSitroBos, of Tis OnBalav d&pyiis treouayxduevot, 
GAANAOUS &vEiAov.!29 26 Kal KUpov tov géoyatov, ds Aapsiw TH *Apta- 
EEpxou Siapepouevos Kai Tiv evtuylav ot pépwv, TH SUoTUYOUVTI TreCCOV 
Thv &pxtv mrpoekévnoe.!? Kai tov AiPuv "Avtaiov d&pdpev, ds c&vaipdv 
Tous éTri€evoupevous Swe Kal atrtds émri€eveoSeis “HpaxAei tijs Eevias evipe 
tétriyeipa.! tis Sé tov MiAftrou traida, Tov d&xd&9extov éxeivov Kal 
UAXIVOTATOV OUK EttiotaTal, Ss oyedov TH olkouMévnY TrapaoTHoOduE- 
vos Kal TO SnuioupyG étreyéugeto Sti pt) UaAAOv Tov yUpov This yiis 
eTAATUVATO, ds OUX ikavoU TOU vUV dpcpévou TH éxelvou ouvexTelver9au 
Sdpati,132 GAAG Kai Ss tpds TH uNndév T1 Tihs drtAnoTias darévacS9al, 
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124 Zenobius V.76: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, I, 150-51. 

125 Cf. Julianum Justinum, Epit. Hist. Philippicarum XLI.2-3. 
126 Cf. Herodotum III.1—4, etc. 

127 Herodotus VII.34. 

128 Herodotus VII.60. 

129 Aeschylus, Septem contra Theb. 810. 

130 Xenophon, Anab. I.v111.27. 

131 Apollodorus II.v.11 (Loeb ed., 222). 

132 Ex fonte incert. 
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nations more rich, more courageous, more powerful than any 
of those of Asia, who, preferring war to peace, and choosing 
the former and destroying the latter, were themselves de- 
stroyed with it, so that not a fire carrier was left behind nor 
a shoot to sprout: for like a pine tree they were withered 
root and branch. We read that the Parthians at the Gates 
were masters of all sorts of fighting: “for they harness no 
oxen under the yoke, nor do they cleave the soil, nor respect 
any of the arts of peace; but even as infants they practice 
with bows, sharpen spears, exercise themselves in fighting 
on foot and on horseback, in flight and pursuit; nor will 
they eat save in the sweat of their face in warrior fashion.”’ 
And yet, defeated by the Roman spear, they lost name, 
arms, and all. What destroyed the Thebans about the Nile? 
For so long as they agreed with their neighbors, they kept 
to Chrysitis and dwelt in the other districts of the Nile. But, 
when in some way they became puffed up and were vexatious 
to their neighbors, you know of the expedition of Cambyses 
and the destruction that thence overflowed upon them, and 
they lift up their head no more. When Xerxes in his pride 
was enraged against the Lacedaemonians, he placed another 
earth on high above the sea and numbered his myriads by 
a strange device; but because he <approached) the work 
with arrogance, he lost his myriads and arrived back in Susa 
with not even thousands. I omit the story of the sons of 
Oedipus, Eteocles and Polyneices, who, fighting over the rule 
of Thebes, slew one another. I pass by the last Cyrus, who 
quarreled with Darius, son of Artaxerxes (sic), and had no 
luck, but fell and yielded his rule to the loser. Let us ignore 
the Libyan Antaeus who slew his guests and at last, enter- 
tained by Hercules, received the wages of his hospitality. 
But who knows not Philip’s son, that uncontrollable and 
most warlike man, who, after conquering almost all the 
world, reproached the Creator for not having given the 
earth a wider circuit, since, as it now is, it was not sufficient 
to measure with his spear; and who not merely reaped no 
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"OAuuTIaSA Te THY UNTEPA Kal TlepSixxav Kai “Avtitratpov tous émtn- 
Selous Kal TO yévos Syou Kal thy MaxedSoviav 6Anv d&irmAcoev, evSUs 
auTe ouvdiaduSévtos Tou KpaTous Kai “ITaAoIs TeOYwpToavTos. 


21. Toravta Td Tis ExySpas étiyeipa. oObTO TING TOUS TI- 
UdDSVTAS AUTI|V, OUTW SeElouTAl ToUs AUTH THOT AVEXOVTAS, TOLOUTW TEAEI, 
To1ouTais &uelyeot. Kal tis ef ut KopuBou AASietepos!? otk dtrotpé- 
Traiov awtijv, ovK dAg9piov, ov Tis “YSpas avriis,224 TKvAANs avrtijs,155 
ou TavT@V &TOTTOV &ToTTWTEPAY hynooito; d&ppritwp, &9éu9TOS!86 Kai 
TrapaKoTros SvtTws Kal Kdpou Kal tTrapoivias dvdatrAEws, 6 Siyootacics 
Kal TrOAEUOV Epdv. TAPES ai Trapolnia: THy TaUTNS dtrayopEsvcEwy, 6 
TrPOgNTav Siagos, tf KalvoTns, T) TraAaldTns, 1) SUpadev’ yeotai yap 
TOV TAUTNS KAKGv Traoo wev dyuial, aoa 8’ d&vSpwHtrav cyopai, 
ueott) 5 SdAaccal?’ Kai Aiméves Kal 6 dip Tuxdv Tails dpvi9ev dvTi- 
Stoeoiv. ExIpas Kai 1) KAfjots Svoa@vuyos Kal yelpov T uvAUN, Kal 4 
&pxt) Et1 xelpiotos Kal TO TEAOS yxElpOTepov' TO oUyyevés Siaipel, TO 
G&AAoyeves oV Tpooletar. Ti ovyi TeAsi Thy KaKdv; Tratépas éxyatvet, 
Traidas &vorrter, Kupaiver St\ous, Siaipel yopas, Kataotpépe: TrdActs, 
wuxas Snproi, Aver TX muaTA. ap’ ov elodpevor Stroiov T udyn KaKOVv 
Kal cuLgopdv Strdcwy | aitia, ov KaTaBaAotpEv atriy cis Tov TépTapoy, 
ouk dtroppiyouey sis Tov KépBepov,!88 eis “AiSou taneia, cis B&paSpov 
&SnAias; ov Gapov Aidav, Kal Snudva yiis ouvettipopticopev e&veoSev, 
ou KopHoUS Kal UAnv Kal 6 Tl Trou KaT& yEIpa ouvETSoCOUEV, 5 
eTravactivar Pouvoyv Kai dvadpayeiv dpos mdvtwv dpéwv tpaywtepdv 
TE KOI UynAdTepov, iva Kal TroAAdv dveAkévtoov poyiuev unKéti Trou 
Siagpaivyntoar; ou Th ouvexeiax Tav dAyeivddy treoSévtes, Kal Stuyds Kail 
Xipatpas,89 kai té&v KupBeos koxdv,0 kai Aciotpuydvev avtévl4t Kai 
tov Aiyutrtou mAnydévi#4 paAAov aottivy BSeAUE@UESA; Ov TA TOV 
Trpoyovev Etripvnod<évtes, ofov tas travnyupeis éxelvas, Tas EopTds, Thy 
EAeuSepiav, Thy coxAlav, Tas 6AopwHTOUS WWKTAS Kal UUvMdias, elta Kal 
TH VUV ETIKWUGOAVTA TrpocETTIAOyIoduEvol Tas AenAacias, Tas olpwyds, 
TAS KAINMEPIVAS ULAIPovias, TAPAMUAAESUEIA Kal voUV Kal Sta Kal Tés 
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133 Zenobius IV.58: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, I, 101. 


134 Hesiodus, Theog. 313. 187 Cf. Hesiodum, Op. 101. 
135 Homerus, Od. 12.222—59. 138 Hesiodus, Theog. 311. 
136 Cf, Homerum, J. 9.63. 138 Homerus, J1. 6.179. 


140 Zenobius VI.77: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, I, 105. 
141 Flomerus, Od. 10.80 sqq. 142 Exod. 7:1 sqq. 
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reward from his insatiability, but also destroyed his mother 
Olympias, and Perdiccas and Antipater, his friends, together 
with his race and all Macedonia, since his empire at once 
perished with him and fell into the hands of Italians? 


21. Such are the wages of enmity! So does she 
honor those who honor her; so does she reward those who 
cleave to her, with such an end, with such exchanges! And 
who (unless he were more foolish than Korybos) would not 
think her hateful, deathly, more monstrous than Hydra’s or 
Scylla’s own self, more monstrous than all monsters? Unso- 
cial, lawless, a proper madman, replete with drunken torpor 
and folly, is he who loves division and wars! The proverbs 
are full of prohibitions against strife, as is the company of 
prophets, the world of today and yesterday, the pagan 
wisdom. ‘‘Full of her evils is every street, every meeting 
place of men, seas’’ and harbors, nay, even the air is full of 
the quarrelings of birds. Of enmity the name is ill-omened, 
and the memory worse still; her beginning is most evil, her 
end more evil yet. She divides the family and repels the 
foreigner. Of what ills is she not the cause? She inflames 
fathers and kindles the wrath of children, convulses peoples, 
destroys cities, ensavages souls, dissolves bodies. When we 
know how evil a thing is strife, and of how many disasters 
she is the cause, shall we not consign her to Tartarus, cast 
her to Cerberus, to the regions of Hades, to the pit of 
obscurity? Shall we not bring to cover her a mound of stones 
and a pile of earth; shall we not lay above her logs and rubble 
and whatever lies to hand, so that a hill shall arise and a 
mountain be piled up more rough and tall than all mountains 
else, so that though many stalwarts might try to drag her 
up, she shall never more appear? Shall we, oppressed by 
continuous griefs of Styx or of the Chimaera, by all the evils 
of the statute book, by the plagues of the very Laestrygons 
and of the Egyptians, not loathe her the more? Shall we not 
remember our forefathers, their holidays, their festivals, their 
freedom, their ease, their nights brilliant with illumination 
and the hymns they sang, and then compare them with the 
rout that has now rushed in upon us, the devastation, the 
lamentation, the daily murders; and so keep guard over our 
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aloSoes, eltreiv, undév tv tTauTns Ews Kal Aertou TrapadséEacSau. 
GAN’ &vVEPOMSvOIS HEV Kai TolywpUxois Kal AcTrobuTais Kal d&KoAdoTOIS 
Kal Ti ToiavThH patpia, Sick Biou TA TOAAG Tis KaKias dveKPopa KalToL 
SpiayuBov trooov éTra€ia, teis 5€ Tr Tv Tis elonvns TrapaKivrjocuey, 
7) TrapaAvowpev, } Aoxpoi tas ouv9tKas éodyeSa, TO &SdpEvov; 43 un 
Undayds, o piAoTns Kal adeAMoTNs, Soo1 Tis caynvns tou Adyou kal 
Tis weplbos tou [Xpiotou], GAA’ Sti Kal tTroods TAwyESa TH KOKd, 
oxeTAialoiev, OUTO yap Kai SucaAwTdoTepoi Tois EEf\s SpaSeinuev. OvK 
EOTL TOV GUelvovenv OUSEv Gueivov duovoias: Tas oyéoEIs MUAKOOE!, TAS 
Siapopas cvaipel, ypnotevetar, peyoAowuxel, puSpile: tov Biov, ovy 
UmteptiSnoiv dSpous. ti t’ GAAa; OG ouvdyel Kai d&yyéAois Tov &v9pe- 
Tov. olyou AvorteAciv kal év USao1 Siartwpévny atti Kai év alMéo, 
étrel ouvedpialer Ose, cal Oeds, aos SéSerxta, Tuyov Eveotiv. éya pév 
ovv Kal tiv eiitpopdoiotov éxySpav Kal ws dv eftro: tis evAoyov, 
avSnyepdul* ef ofdv te SiacAveo Sar, Ta&v KaAAMoTov TISeyai Te Kal UtroTi- 
Separ ExSpa yap avpilovcoa SUcAuTOS. TAT ei ut) piAaitids Tis Wrrev 
TOS dvtivopias oSiver Kal @Eiveov yAdooav SoAiav mpoPdAAeTar — ti 
5& Sodein cor Kai Ti tpoote9ein coi mpds TolonTHY yAdooay, aAA’ 7 
T& Tou Suvatou BEAN Kal TauTA pEeTa Kal THv éuTrupildvtwov d&vSpdKeov, 
éxrKxoas; #45 ef 8 Adyou ueydAou Sixa kal Urtép Svou oKids Te Kal Trapa- 
KuUweos, TO SpuAAoUEvov, 46 émipuetat, oUSE MpOVTIOTéoV, OSE S1acKeTT- 
téov ToUTO éxeivo, GAA’ auToBoel xwpntéov | mpds thy SidAuoW Kal 
TTPOKATABOA Kai TAs Pilas SiatpnTtéov. Kal yap d&pyopuévwv Tv vdooyv 
KaTa Tov aitiov fotdyeda, axuclovta yap TroAAG TrapéyeTal Trpdy- 
para, étrel 5 Oeds thy yéev, ofav thy NidBnv dxovopev,!4? E9nxKe, TH 58 
CUYXOPEVELY THUGS EScxKe, Kal SeSceoxas ouveTreAWaTo, Kai TO AUTO Kal 
vosiv Kal ppoveivy Kal AoAciv Kal émiteAciv éxyapioato, Kai plav, olov 
eltreiv, wuxiv év crrelpois Siéveipe capaci Kai fuels Sick Trapatvécecoyv 
don Suvayis autiy émoxvoanuev. 
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143 Zenobius IV.97, V.4: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, I, 114, 116. 

144 Cf. Eph. 4:26. 

145 Ps, 119: 4, 

146 Zenobius V.39, VI.28: cf. Leutsch-Schneidewin, I, 136-37, 169. 
147 Homerus, Ji. 24.602. 
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hearts and ears and, in a word, our senses so that not the 
smallest trace of her shall be received among us? Even 
murderers, and burglars, and brigands, and lewd men and 
their crew preserve a lifelong secrecy about most of the evil 
they do, though disclosure might bring them so much reputa- 
tion; and is it for us to disturb or dissolve any article of 
peace and become, as they say, Locrians in our covenants? 
No, by no means, my friends and brothers, who are converts 
of the Word and the portion of <Christ>! But now that 
once we have been caught in the evil, let us rue the day, 
for so shall we be less easily taken in the future. Of the better 
things none is better than concord: it guards affections, 
destroys differences, is honorable and magnanimous, regu- 
lates life, and does not overstep its limits. What else? It 
leads man toward God and His angels. I think it confers 
benefits when it dwells in the waters and in the air, since it 
is throned with God, and, as has been shown, God is perhaps 
in it. For my part, I posit and premise that among the 
fairest things is to dissolve today, if that be possible, even 
a seemingly just or, one might say, reasonable enmity: for 
the enmity that endures until the morrow is hard to break. 
But unless there lurk a captious man, who travails to bring 
to birth ambiguities of law and puts forth a treacherous 
speech from his travail (but what will be given and added 
to you in respect of such speech, if not the darts of the 
powerful and therewithal the coals that inflame, you have 
heard) — but even if he insists with great reason, over and 
above proverbial vanity and troublemaking, even so it should 
not be cared for or considered, but should be instantly dis- 
missed at the very outset and its roots severed. We take our 
stand against the causes of sickness in its beginnings, for 
when these grow mature they bring about great troubles. 
And now that God has set the one [enmity] like Niobe in 
the fable, and given us to dance with the other [concord], 
and lent His support to His gift, and has granted us to think 
and speak and act in unity, and has, so to say, distributed a 
single soul among an infinity of bodies, then let us too, 


through exhortation, strengthen this spirit so far as we are 
able. 
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22. Acie Kai Talis etyais atv éT1 KpaTUVeEV, avTOU 
Mootws tyyoupévou Kal TH xaTt& tou ’AyoAtk TUT iAcoupévou, 48 tév 
eUSicAAaKtov. todoyes &€ dUAou Katoikntnpiou cou, Kupie, Kai iS TK 
és SieoTATA ouveo dtd coi orjpepov. of SieotHyEv &BouAia kai ouveotn- 
uev evSoxia cou, éride TK Siaotrac9évta PEAT] TOU OMPATOS TOU Xpio TOU 
cov eis 6AoKAnpiav apyoAoyoupeva. Etraigas Kal idow TNYNas, AeyEas 
Kal émotpageis trapexéAcoas.!49 émijpwoas fds as ypucdv Kai els 
&vowuytyy wrre€tyyayes.O9 tEopodoyouue9& cor Kal Tis traSelas Kal 
TiS Kéoews. Tis yao évatevioor Ti &BUCCW cou ThHv KpINcéTov,!! +d 
Sé TATS0s Tdv oixTIPHdy cou tis Eupvioetar; >? SiadAdooels KapSias 
&pyévtov, év & Bouvat peveis BouAcvopéveoy, 53 évtéAAN, Kai 6 SaAdoons 
Kateuvaletor odAos,!°4 éutrveis, Kal dvaxaivilers Ta Enpoivdpeva.155 révta 
cou UTrep Eevvoiav Kal KaToAnWiv. GAA’ Et1 Soins wndév 6 un BowAci 
TreTrovIEval was, UNSE TrapoAicSijoai tois troiv dAioStwaoi, del Se 
veclery te Kal NBa&v Kal dxydlery Ta SeSo0yueva coi onyEpov. els aos 
év Tool ouupuTs Te KA GYOOVOIOS Kal Tuiv Tois Cois Soins Ev Goi Kal 
GAANAols Ev elval Kal TO Ev ToUTO Siapevetv Eri col Kai tiv &Sdvarrov 
Kal aicviov. 
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148 Deut. 25:19. 

49° Ps. 71:21, 

150 Ps, 65:12. 

ast Ps: 3527. 

152 Ps, 50:1. 

153 Prov. 15:22. 

154 Matt. 14:24. sqq. 

155 Cf. Marc. 3:1 sqq.; Matt. 8:23 sqq. 
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22. Come hither, and with your prayers, 
strengthen it yet more, with Moses himself at your head, 
reconciling himself to the placable one after his example 
against Amalek. Behold from Thy spiritual dwelling place, 
Lord, and see those things that were divided yesterday made 
one by Thee today. We who were severed by unwise council 
are made one by Thy favor, and, moreover, the members 
of the body of Thy Christ that were torn apart are joined 
together in wholeness. Thou hast smitten and healed us; 
Thou hast convicted us, then turned toward us, and com- 
forted us; Thou hast tried us as gold in the fire and hast 
drawn us out into coolness. We acknowledge to Thee our 
punishment and our healing. Who shall look into the depth 
of Thy judgments, who shall extol the multitude of Thy 
mercies? Thou reconcilest the hearts of rulers and abidest 
in the counsels of councillors. Thou commandest, and the 
surge of the sea is stilled; Thou inspirest and revivest what 
was dried up. All Thy works are beyond thought and under- 
standing. Mayst Thou give no more what Thou wouldst not 
we should suffer, nor may we slide in our former slipperiness- 
es; but may Thy decisions of today ever live and flourish 
in youth and grow strong! Mayst Thou, that Thyself art 
One in Three, conatural and consubstantial, grant to us, Thy 
children, to be one in Thee and one another, and may this 
unity abide with Thee and us immortal and eternal! 
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COMMENTARY 


(by line reference) 


7-8: Cf. Ps. 67:7; Job 37:8. 

14-15: 6 BAétoov, i.e., the Prophet; cf. I Regn. 9:9. 

16: tov eitdévta, i.e. Homer; cf. also Rom. 13:12. 

17: &wopdp05 — Lucifer; Slavic, Dennica; see Is. 14:12. 
19-21: Cf. Prov. 3: 16-17. 

24: The white dress is a symbol of joy; see also line 111. 


28 and note 16: Endymion — see Roscher, Lexikon, I, cols. 1246-48; see 
also the Byzantine quotations by John Scylitzes and George Cedrenus, Hist. 
comp., Bonn. ed., II (1839), 126 line 12; Leo Diaconus, Hist., Bonn ed. (1828), 
38 line 22; Nicetas Choniates, Hzst., Bonn ed. (1835), 772 line 19; Nicephorus 
Gregoras, Hist., Bonn ed., II (1832), 1061 line 14; III (1855), 133 line 6; 
208 line 14; 427 line 13, etc. 


29-30 and note 18: tov év AwSavn yadxefou — cf. also Kern, in RE, V (1903), 
col. 1262. 


39-40 and note 25: See also Nicephorus Gregoras, Hzst., ed. Bonn, I (1829), 
375 lines 6-9; 957 lines 2—4. 


47ff: Cf. this general description of the damages of the war with II Esdr. 
1:3ff.; Is. 24:1ff.; 64:10ff.; Ter. 18:21ff.; II Par. 36:17ff.; Ps. 77: 63ff., etc. 


49 and note 26: See also Sudae Lexicon, ed. A. Adler (Leipzig, 1928-38), 
s.v.; Encyclopaedia Judaica (Jerusalem, 1971), VI, cols. 804-6. 


58 and note 28: See also Suzdae Lexicon, s.v. ’Aoxpaios. 


62ff.: This is an allusion to the crisis in the Judaic Kingdom after the death 
of King Solomon (ca. 972 — ca. 932 B.c.), the son of David; cf. also II Par. 
25: 5ff.; 28:1ff.; Is. 11:13, etc. 


67: tdv TraAcidv &v9pwtrov — i.e., Adam. 
69 and note 33: Cf. also Ps. 136:6; Job 29:10; Lam. 4:4. 
74: ovvodes — ecclesiastical council, assembly, meeting. 


74: ovAdoyt) — (mundane) assembly, meeting; cf. N. Skabalanovic, in Vizan- 
tijskoe gosudarstvo 1 cerkov’ v' XI véké (St. Petersburg, 1884), 138, 140 note 1. 


74:  dpiAla — homily, sermon, oration; cf. Ch. Du Cange, Glossarium ad 
scriptores mediae et infimae graecitatis (hereafter Glossar. gr.), s.v. 


75: 8&nunyopia — public speech, harangue, oration; cf. Glossar. gr., s.v.; Pho- 
tius, Epistolae, ed. I. Valettas (London, 1864), § 31, p. 227. 
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82: 16 xpétos — i.e., the Emperor (Romanus Lecapenus). 


85-86: Cf. Photius, Epzstolae, § 67, p. 237: Aci toryapovv ... Tois Kaipois [S{o1s TS 
TPOAPOPOV TTOVELELV. 


87 and note 34: Cf. also Susdae Lexicon, s.v., ywpis; ov&év iyrtov. 
93-94: Cf. Matt. 7:15 ff. 


100: 6 tév Spdveov — cf. Glossar. gr., s.v. Spdvos — cathedra, sedes episcopi in 
Ecclestia..., eptscopatus, dignitas episcopt. 


101: 6 tot Bryyaros — see Glossar. gr., s.v. of Tou Bijuatos — gut in synthrono, 
seu intra bematis cancellos sedent, ... dignitates ecclesiasticae. 


111: Acuysisovolwtes — cf. Marc. 9:3; Apoc. 3:4-5; 3:18, 4:4; 7:9; 7:13-15; 
Act. 1:10; etc. 


112: ois Trepi Tov "19duapa évapiSpoupevor — the clergy, members of the clergy, 
ordinary clergy. 


112: tis yepoucias artoyevo. — the members of the Byzantine senate; cf. 
C. Diehl, “Le sénat et le peuple byzantin au VIIe et VIIIe siécles,’’ Byzantion, 
1 (1924), 201-13. 


113: Mootws tyyoungvou — the Emperor Romanus I Lecapenus. 
113: *Aapov — the Patriarch of Constantinople, Stephen II (925-27). 


122: yadx6v — i.e., copper money; cf. Matt. 10:9; Marc. 6:8; 12:41; I Cor. 
13:1; Apoc. 18:12; cf. also I. Dujéev, in Izvestija na Instituta za bilgarska 
tstoriyja, BAN, 3—4 (1951), 103ff. with bibliography. 


128 and note 48: Cf. also Luc. 10: 5-6. 

133-34: 6 év troppupi&: p1iAdoogos — i.e., the Prophet Solomon. 
145-49 and note 54: See also Ps. 77:21ff; Sap. 16:20; Deut. 8:16. 
152: Cf. Ps. 75:4; 45:10; Os. 2:18. 


155-58: peodtoixov — cf. Nicholas Mysticus, Epistolae, PG, 111, cols. 61, 64, 
84, 108, 121, 161, 193, etc. 


165: Zku9Ins — the “Scythian” here signifies Bulgarian; see G. Moravcsik, 
Byzantinoturcica. Il. Sprachreste der Tiirkvélker in den byzantinischen Quellen, 
2nd ed. (Berlin, 1958), 279-83, esp. 280, § 5; I. Dujéev, Bilgarsko srednov- 
ekoure. Proucvantja virchu politiceskata 1 kulturnata istorija na srednovekouna 
Bilgarya (Sofia, 1972), 104 ff. 


172: tov tév Cilaviov orropta — cf. Matt. 13:24 ff. 


173-74: tiv Biactropav tov *loparjA — concerning the ‘‘diaspora”’ (the dispersion) 
of the Jews, see Deut. 28:25; 30:4; Lev. 26:33; Joan. 7:35. 
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177ff.: Cf. III Reg. 3:11ff., 4:24ff., 5:12; Sir. 47: 13 ff. 


203: of té&v tov ’Aplotovos d&ravtAnoavtes — the followers of the philosopher 
Plato. 


203-4: of ... Ztayepitnv katamiévtes — the followers of Aristotle. 


218 and note 71: The same idea is found in Teodoreto, Terapia der mort 
pagan IV.56ff., ed. N. Festa (Florence, 1931), 252ff. This text was trans- 
lated into Old Bulgarian by John Exarcha; see Das Hexaemeron des Exarchen 
Johannes, ed. R. Aitzetmiiller (Graz, 1958), 19ff.; I. Dujcev, Estestvoznanieto 
v svednovekovna Biulgarija; sborntk ot tstoriceskt tzvort (Sofia, 1954), 96ff. 


241-42: Cf. Gen. 2:7. 
244: Cf. Gen. 1:26, 5:1, 9:6; Sap. 2:23; Sir. 17:3. 


245: 6 BouAroe SeSnuioupynuévos — the Christian concept de libero arhitrio; 
cf. A. Vaillant, Le De autexusio de Méthode d’Olympe. Version slave et texte 
grec édités et tradutts en francais, PO, 22.5 (Paris, 1930). I. Dujéev. Medioevo 
bizaniino-slavo. I. Saggt di storia politica e culturale (Rome, 1965), 266ff.; 
idem., in Studi Veneztant, 12 (1970), 108 ff. 


246: Cf. Gen. 1:26ff.; Sap: 9:2; Sir. 17:1ff. 
247: tou ... Svopevous — the Devil. 
257-58: {va KAtos E01 TS Kal yAdns eUNapavTétepov — cf. Ps. 36:2; I Pet. 5:4. 


267ff.: The Christian problem of Evil, i.e., unde malum; cf. Basil of Caesarea, 
Quod Deus non est auctor malorum, PG, 31, cols. 330-53; D. Obolensky, The 
Bogomils. A Study in Balkan Neo-Manichaeism (Cambridge, 1948; reprint: 
Middlesex, 1972), 1ff.; Dujcev, in Stud: Veneztant, 12 (1970), 108 Ff. 


268: otBevds ZAavovtos — cf. Prov. 28:1. 

291 and note 86: II Regn. 15:12ff.; I Para. 27: 33-34. 
291: Draco or Dracon, Athenian lawgiver (ca. 621 B.c.). 
291: Solon, Athenian lawgiver (ca. 639-—ca. 599 B.c.). 


291: éomlov — Seotrilw, sancire, decree; cf. Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. 
C. de Boor, I (Leipzig, 1883), 28 line 24; 93 line 18 (= Anastasius Biblio- 
thecarius, Chronographia tripertita, ibid., II [1885], 103 line 6: sanxit); 100 
line 9 (= Anastasius Bibliothecarius, zb7d., 106 line 14: sanciret); 153 line 13; 
180 line 18 (= Anastasius Bibliothecarius, ibid., 134 line 19: promulgavit) ; 
360 lines 4-5 (= Anastasius Bibliothecarius, zbid., 228 line 3: decrevit); 399 
line 24 (= Anastasius Bibliothecarius, ib¢d., 258 line 26: sanxit); Theophanes 
Continuatus, Chronographia, Bonn ed. (1838), 99 lines 9 and 16; 100 line 11, 
etc. Cf. also Séomopna — F. Délger, Regesten der Katserurkunden des ostrémischen 
Rezches, I (Munich—Berlin, 1924), p. 14, no. 115; p. 38, no. 313; p. 43, no. 355, 
etc. 
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297: vioSernSévteov — spiritual adoption as a son, baptism; cf. Rom. 8:15, 23; 
9:3-4; Gal. 4:5; Eph. 1:5; cf. Joan. 1:12; I Joan. 3:1; Nicholas Mysticus, 
Epistolae, PG, 111, cols. 85, 188, etc. 


299: 10 Tis yaprtos evayyéAiov — cf. Matt. 4:23; esp. Act. 20:24. 


302: 6 xKipos — cf. Michael Psellos, Chronograpme, ed. E. Renauld, 2 vols. 
(Paris, 1926, 1928), I, 30 line 16ff.; II, 65 lines 18-21; II, 81 lines 15-16. 


303: vikijoo ta yeipova — cf. Homer, lad 1.576. 


305-6: 1d Kovbu Tis ueSns — cf. H. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon, 
s.v., kovdu — a drinking vessel; cf. Gen. 44:2; Apoc. 14:10, etc. 


309: I.e., the Haemus Mountains, in Bulgarian the Stara-planina. 
309: I.e., the Danube. 

310: I.e., Gades, Gadiz, the Straits of Gibraltar. 

311: to otépos — a crown, a wreath, a garland. 

311: 6 Sippos — 1.e., a seat, couch, stool, throne; cf. Glossar. gr., s.v. 
311: thv EU¥pmrnv — 1.e., esp. the territories of the Balkan peninsula. 


313: # avappnois — appellatio tmperit; cf. V. Valdenberg, ‘‘Les idées politiques 
dans les fragments attribués a Pierre le Patrice,” Byzantion, 2 (1925), 67ff.; 
ibid., “‘Nikoulitza et les historiens byzantins contemporains,’’ Byzantion, 3 
(1926), 111ff.; Skabalanovié, op. cit. (supra, line 74), 145, and 146 note 2, etc.; 
Glossar. gr., S.v. 


313: 1 oppayis — here the sign of the cross. 
313ff.: See Introduction, p. 227. 
318: 16 xp&tos — the Emperor (Romanus Lecapenus). 


320: 8SiaS\xnv — testament; but also convention, arrangement between two 
parties, covenant. 


324-25 ff. and note 94: Cf. also Gen. 13:16; 22:17; 28:14; Is. 10:22, etc. 
326: Ader — cf. note 60 to line 172. 

336: tis BouAfis — i.e., the Senate. 

339 and note 98: See ‘‘Proteus,’”’ in Roscher, Lextkon, II, cols. 3172-78. 


343 and note 100: Cf. also Michael Psellos, Chronographie, ed. E. Renault, II 
(Paris, 1928), 183 line 38 and note 5. 


352: evvouior — cf. Valdenberg, “‘Nikoulitza,”’ 115. 


353ff. and note 105: See also F. Délger, Aus den Schatzkammern des Hetligen 
Berges (Munich, 1948), no. 37 line 23; see also Glossar. gr., s.v. valnpaior. 
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368: codoileov — to speak or write incorrectly, coupled with BapBapileiv. 


371-72: tov... lecoal taifa— Jesse, father of David; concerning Jesus’ family 
tree, depicted with Jesse as its source, see A. Watson, The Early Iconography 
of the Tree of Jesse (London, 1934); zdem., “The Imagery of the Tree of Jesse 
on the West Front of Orvieto Cathedral,” in Fritz Saxt 1890-1948. A Volume 
of Memonal Essays from His Friends in England (London, 1957), 149-64; 
M. Garidis, ‘““L’ange a cheval dans l’art byzantin,” Byzantion, 42 (1972), 32ff. 
with other bibliographical indications. Concerning Jesse in general, see II 
Regn. 20:1 ff.; 23:1ff., etc. 


371ff.: The analogies are between David and the Bulgarian King Symeon, 
between Solomon and King Peter of Bulgaria, and between the building of 
the Temple of Jerusalem and the conclusion of the peace between Byzantium 
and Bulgaria in 927. Cf. III Regn. 5:2-4: Mistt autem Salomon ad Hiram, 
dicens ‘Tu scis voluntatem David patris mei, et quia non potuertt aedificare 
domum nomint Domini Det sur propter bella imminentia per circuitum, donec 
daret Dominus eos sub vestigio pedum ejus. Nunc autem requiem dedit Dominus 
Deus meus mihi per circmtum ...’; III Regn. 8:16ff.; I Par. 22:7ff.; 28:3: 
Deus autem dixit mihi [David], ‘Non aedificabis domum nomini meo, eo quod 
sis vir bellator, et sanguinem fuderis’ ; etc. 


380: Cf. note to line 339. 


389 ff. and note 113: Analogy between the Byzantine-Bulgarian and Judaic- 
Samaritan enmity; cf. III Regn. 21:16ff.; IV Regn. 13:1ff.; Matt. 10:5; 
Joan. 8: 48ff.; etc. 


391: 6 PAétwov —i.e., the Prophet; cf. note to lines 14-15. 
396 and note 117: Cf. Job 10:1ff.; Is. 26:19. 

413 ff.: of tis “Ayap — i.e., the Arabs. 

429-30 ff.: Cf. Matt. 18:20. 


435 and note 123: Cf. also Leo Diaconus, Historia, Bonn ed. (1828), 105 
line 1ff.; Nicephorus Gregoras, Historia, Bonn ed., II (1832), 839 line 16ff. 


437: ddddpéilo:1 — cf. Job 4:7; Ps. 51:7. 


438: tas MWAas — i.e., the Caspian Gates or Derbent, in Latin Portae C aspiae; 
see Procopius Caesar., De bello Persico 1.10,4ff.; I.12,2; I.16,7; 1.225: II.10,21, 
ed. J. Haury, Teubner (1936), vol. I, 46 line 2ff.; 56 line 2ff.: 81 line 11 ff. ; 
115 line 12ff.; 197 line 3ff.: etc. 


439ff.: Cf. Ios. 7:9; I Regn. 24:22 ff., Sir. 10:15ff.; Job 18:17. 
444ff.: Cf. Herodotus II.15; III.10; etc. 

447ff.: See Herodotus II.25 ff. 

452: The capital of Persia. 
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452:-53 Eteocles and Polynices, sons of Oedipus. 


454-55: Cyrus the Younger, son of Darius Nothus, King of Persia (ca. 401 B.c.), 
and Artaxerxes II (404-358 B.c.). 


458ff.: Alexander the Great, son of Philip II and Olympias (356-23 B.c.). 
463: Perdiccas, general of Alexander the Great. 

463: Antipater, officer of Philip II and Alexander the Great. 

465: Italians, i.e., the Romans. 

473: # xoivétns — the New Testament. 

473: %* Tadadtns — the Old Testament. 

473 ff.: 1 SupaSev — the profane literature. 

483-84 ff.: Cf. II Regn. 18:17; Ios. 7: 25-26; 8:29. 


499: oayrvns tou Aéyou — 1e., a large dragnet for taking fish, a seine; cf. 
Matt. 13:47 ff. 


504: Cf. UreptiSnu: — to cross, to passover. 
510ff. and note 145: Cf. also Sir. 8:10; II Regn. 22:9; etc. 


518 and note 147: Concerning the Queen of Thebes, Niobe, see Roscher, 
Lextkon, III, col. 372 ff. 


523-24: ato Mwokws fyyounévou — i.e., the Emperor Romanus Lecapenus. 


523 ff. and note 148: Cf. Gen. 14:7ff.; Exod. 17: 8ff.: S. Zebelev, “Oranta. K’ 
voprosu 0 vozniknovenii tipa,’’ Sem. Kond., 1 (1927), 1ff. 


526-27: Cf. Rom 12:4 ff.: I Cor. 6:15ff. 
529-30. and note 150: Cf. also Num. 31:22ff.; Sap. 3:6; Prov. 17:3; 27:21. 
537ff.: Cf. Joan. 17: 20ff. 


